(TH) 04/0007/2003—05 



REGD. NO. D. L. (N) 04/()007/2003--^.5 


WRci ^ 

^he (Baxette of 3ndici 


WflraiTT ^ 

PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 

WEEKLY 


K 3] ^ 14->'5F[3Rf 20, 2007, VlPnsiR/Tfk 24—4^ 30, 1928 

No. 3] NEW DELHI, JANUARY 14—JANUARY 20, 2007, SATURDAY/PAUSA 24—PAUSA 30,^ 1928 


3R MPT fiFT 4 ^ ^ ^ % WT ^ ^ 

Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 


MTM II—TITJ53—^-W^(ii) 
PART II—Section 3—Sob'Section (ii) 


MPTT WWK % ) IgRT ’ntif 3Tr^ 3llfT 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


(aftr fi m m) 

^ 9 2007 

^.311. 139.-'^^^ f<^. 

T-^rmr 1945 (1946 ^ arfi^fw?u 25) ^ «irj 

6 ^ MT8? MRT 5 ^ (1) ■gra ^ vifwlf ^ 

3PTt^ fq, -qf^ TF5f wmc ^ ^ ^ 

1419/l(4)-ilT?5T.f57!PF 20-12-2006 §W 3^ 
iq# cm# tif^ ^ -qb 

^ MTRN ^ «1RI 302/201 ^ 3T€[H 

^ M. 156/2006 
18-12-2006 ■^qjcki 3PRr«j! ^ ^«Rr mm 

TFxr 3i2mi cF^‘ cT«=!if ^ felt 3R1 arq^m ^ 
3T=^qTrT ^ ^ESTTTqi ^ 

virskFo' afir 3Tf«igFnftcfT ^ RTPjof qf^ •^qr?r 

qRqR?fttl 

/ 

[m M. 228/65/200^-T?-^^-II] 

^ 3PRm, a?^ 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 9th Jaiiuaiy, 2007 

S.O. 139. —^In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-$ecticm (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Estabtisbment Act, 194(i (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
the Central •.Government with the consent of Slate 
Government of West Bengal, Home Department vide 
Notification No. 1419/1 (4)'P.S. dated 20-12-2006 hereby 
extends the powers and jiuisdiction of the members of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of the State 
of West Bengal for investigation in Crime No. 156/2006 
dated 18-12-2006 under Sections 302/201IPC of P.S. Singiir, 
Distt. Hooghly, regarding the unnatural death of Tapasi 
Malik at Singur, Distt. Hooghly, and abetments, attempts 
and conspiracies in relation to or in connection with the 
said offences and any other offence committed in the course 
of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts, 

[F. No, 228/65/2006-AVD-lIJ 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 


83 Gl/2007 
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10 2007 

140.— 

1946 (1946 ^ srfqfWT U 25) IJTO 
6 ^ P[T«r KIRI 5 ^ ^-«lRr (1) IRT W?T ^ 
y^lVl ’6 t1< 3I^?T <1^ ’’J? 

T(. 80‘^/6-it-3-2007-15(78)%2006 tWF 
09-01 -2007 ^ ^ twl ^fTRl® 

W (^.-51.) cT«n 3Fqf 37RTTO^ W3^ 

3 R«ff ^ ^ ^ mm 

wf#' 3fk ■34<T aRR ^ arq^Tor 

^ apsr ^ ^ WR ^ RTOf:- 

(1) arom H 838/06 ai^ «iro 366/302/201/376/120-4 

RI.^ Rf?<lT ^tet-20, 

WK I 

(2) am^ U 1025/06 3^1% «rRI 364/376/302/201/ 

120-4 4:?Ff •te:-20 , 4rst, 

fSTcH I 

(3) aTtR[«i'-R 1026/06 mr 364/376/302/201/ 

120-4 41^ ^tec-20, 4 r:st, 

4rr^ w I 

(4) 3m«l4 1027/06 aRi4T«im364/302/201/120-4 

4^ 4?h ^^^- 20, 4w, 1^ 

RRT I 

(5) 3FRI«r 4 1028/06 3R4cr m 3641376/302/2011 

120-4 RI.^ 4^ 4?H 4q^-20, 4 r51, 

4?tri^ w I 

(6) apRm 4. 1029/06 344 t «rRT 364/376/30^201/ 

1 20-4 RT.^ 4?m 45 ?h 4^-20,4^, 

4ctris rrr I 

(7) 3FRm 4. 1021/06 3441 «IRl 364/376/302/201/ 

120-4 4fl<n 4 ?h 4^-20, 4^51, 

Piicii R’R I 

(8; mo^ 4 1022/06 344t ^TRI 364/376/302/201/ 
120-4 RT.'^ 4%rt 4?h 4^-20,4^, 

4crR^ mi 1 

(9) 3RRI«r 4. 1023/06 344 i «IRI 364/376/302/201/ 
120-4 4ft?n 4?n 4^-20, 4 it3t, 

fsm 4rrp: w \ 

(10) 3RRm 4. 1024/06 344! «IRI 364/376/302/201/ 
120-4 m'^ 4f?RT 4 ?h 4^-20, 
fsm T-fhTR^ RJR I 

(11) ai 4.66/05 44% m 364/376/302/201/120-4 

4^ ■jflTR 4^-24, 4^, 

rrr I 


(12) mm 4 1030/06 3ff?i4! mi 364/377/302/201/ 

120-4 4%?!! 4^-20,4^, 

i^R!T 4!R^ R'R I 

(13) 31W^ 4. 1031/06 344 «IR! 364/376/302/201/ 

120-4 4ff<n #rt 4sf2T-20, 4^, 

rjidl 4 tR^ i 

(14) aiRRiil 4 1032/06 «rRf 364/376/302/201/ 

120-4 4f^ 4^-20,4pT. 

■f^dT 4 tR^|3^ RR^ 1 

(15) mm 4. 318/06 3%4f «rRI 364/376/302/201/ « 

120-4 4f^ ^jUTR #?1R 4^-20,4^, 

44?^ w I 

(16) artro^f^ 448/0534% W364/376/302/201/120-4 ^ 

4fl<n 4^-20, 4Qf^, 14dT 

4dR^4 RRT I 

(17) mm 4 03/07 44% %iRr302/376/201 4fl?n 

yfcri'^ 4«f25C-20, F^tdi I 

(18) aTRm 4. ^/06 3fcn% «!Rr 364/302/201/120-4 

4f4TT ■g%RT 4^-20, 4 t^, t4?!T 

4rri^ rr( I 

(19) 3rRr«I 4. 03/07 3%4 t «!RI 363/302/201 RI.4? 

Rl%cn a4'^ 3^^f4R ■3rTfH/3f5^(f4T ^fFTsrrf^ 

3flf4RRR 4^-20, 4^1, 

4rr^ rrt I 

4? am4 4 3R!^ 44 p!T liiR#*, ^Ir 4 aiR 

4e447!S!i "34 4sqef?R4 ai^BR 4 f4i; R^ awr <p# r«4 
4 ^ 3 ^;^ 144 m{ apRW arq^t^f^ 3 t4rr'^>44 
(4^ 4 ^ WRRi 4 4t Rifrof 3 ^ 

RR "StR R1 I ^ 

[4 228/1/2007-T^ 4 4-II1 

4( wm, 3IRT 44q J 

New Delhi, the lOlh January, 2007 

S.0.140.—In exercise of the powers conferred by • 

sub'Section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police EstabUshmmt Act, 1946 (Act No, 25 of 1946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Uttar Pradesh, Home Department videAh&it 
Notification No. 80P/6-P-3-2007-15(78)P/2006 dated 
09-01-2007 hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of 
the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to 
the whole of the State of Uttar Pradesh for investigation of 
case crime Nos. mentioned below pertaining to the 
kidnappings and murders of women, children and others 
of Nithari Village m District Gautam Budh Nagar (UP) and 
other adjoining areas and any other such and similar cases 
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relating to kidnappings murders of any ether person m 

the above areas:— 

© Crime No.838/()6 366i^302/20iy37i/l^ ffC, 

PS; Secter-20, Nriida^Bi^et Gautambu&Nagar. 

(M) CrimeNo.l025«6u/s364/37^/3Q2^ 

PSt Sector-20, Noida, District Gmitambudh Nagar. 

(iii) Crime NoJ@26«611/8364^376/302^2^ 

PS, Scctcv-20, Noida, District GautambtaSi Nagar. 

(iv) CrioieNo.1027/06 ti/^ 364/302/201/120-6IPC, PS, 
Ss(^^20, Neidii, DlSIiietCi^^ 

(v) 

Sdctor-^iO, Noida^ I>i^ct Gai^ N^ar. 

(Vi) €iimcN©.im^Ws 364/376/3(^/201/120-8 
PS, Sectcv-20, Noida, District Gautambu^ Nagar. 

(vii) CrinieNo.l(Sl/06u/s364/376/3Q2/201/120-BEPC, 
PS, Sectca: -20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(viii) CriineNo.l022/06u/s364/376/302/201/120-BIPC, 
PS, SectcMr-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

Ox) CrimcNo.lO23/O6u/s364/376/3Q2/201/12O-BIPC 
PS, Sector -20, Noida, DistrictGautambudh Nagar. 

(X) CrimeNo.l024/06u/s364/376G02/201/120-B^^I^ 
PS, Sectcv-20, Noida, District Gautambu^ Ni^ar. 

(xi) CraneNo.66/O5u/s364/376/3(Kl/2Ol/120-^ 
Sector'24, Noida, DistrictGautambu^ Nagn*. 

m aimeNo.l03(y06u/s364/377/3(12/201/120-BS^^ 
PS, SectcHr-20, Noida, Diririct Gautarabuctti Nagar. 

(xia) CriiiieNo.l(Bl/06u/s364/376/3Q2/201/120-BnC, 
PS, Scctar-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(xiv) <:rimeNo.l032/06Ws 364^76/302/201/120-8 ffC, 
PS, SectQr-20, Noida, D^istrict Gautambudt Nagar. 

(xv) Crime No.318/06 u/s 364/376/3^01/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, Dfstrict Gautambu^ Nagar. 

(xvi) CrimcNo.44M)5u/s364/376/3G2/201/12()-BIPC 
PS, Secter-20, Noida, District Gautambu^ Nagar. 

(xvM) Oime No.03/07 u/s 302/376/201 IPC, PS, Sector- 
20, Noida, District Gautambuttti Nagn. 

(xviii) CrimeNo.NEJ06u/s364/302/201/120-BIPCPS, 
Sector-20, Noida, Dis^t Gautainbiufii Ni^ar. 

Ook) Crime No. 03/07 u/s 363^02/201 iP^and SC/ST 
Act, PS, Sectcu‘-24, Noida, District G«itambu^ 
Nagar. 

aiKl attempts, abetments and conspiracies in relation to, or 
in c<mnecti<m with the offences mentioned above and any 
other offence or offences committed in the coius<t of the 
same transaettem or arising out of the same facts. 

IN0.228/l/JOO7-A¥D-li 
CHAM;®A PRAJLA^yUnderSeey. 


10 Wl^t,2O07 

141,-riN^ 

1946 (1946 U 25) ^ 

mi 6 m 5 4ft(i) irrr wr 

4?T ^ 4^ TF54 W«f>H 1^n3FT ^ 

79/^/6-'^-3-2007-15(79)^/2006 
09-01-2007 m 4141 wufti ^ 

fblHTte, 4ft m 147,364,506, 

302,201, 120-# ^ a^Ftfl 4^ mm U 478/06 ^ 
^4^4 ^ 31441 M4^’, 3f|^ 

45^ 441 "3^ 4^ 31ps4 41 ^ 3T44T ?l«4f 

^ 3^^ %??t 3F4 374W 31441 3T444f 44 3P#44 41^ ^ 
f^Wlt ( 4^4 jjRw ^41441 mPJf 4»t ^rf4(T4T afh 
3rfiil4il%lT 4111*1^ 11*^ 34T 4^ 1 

[4. 228/2/2007-1^ ^ 

^ Wm, 3T4T 

New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 

S.0.141.-~-ln exercise of the powers confened by 
sub-section (1) of Section 5 read'with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Estalriishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Uttar Pradesh, Home Departn^it vide their 
Notification No. 79/P/6-P-3-2007-15(79)P/2{)06 dated 
09-01-2007 hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of 
the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to 
the whole of the State of Uttar Pradesh for investigation 
into the caste mnae No. 478/06 imder Stectioh 147/364/506/ 
302/201/120-8 ffC, PS, Civil Lines, DisUict Nfeerut, UP and 
attempts, abetments and conspiracies in relation to or in 
connection with the offt^ces motioned above and any 
other c^nce or offences committed in the course of the 
same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[NO.228/2/20O7-AVD-1I] 
_ CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 

4TW4 

5 4144^, 2007 

48.311, 142.-4^^ W1141 (TR ^ 4IR14)t4 

^ 8#1) ft44, 1976 ^ ^144 10 ^ 34-fm 

(4) ^ 3ig8t:trr ^ 4?Rf^' 

fW 48 IIP! 41^ 4f! “1^ 80% 

1^135188441 : 

1. 07 1881 

2. yW l H4, 

3. 140 ^41441 

4. ifNir ijTOf 

5. ■^42C ^ I 
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^ : 

3 . <6Ml^e-180 «<^ircPFl, *-<1^ 

[TT. 12017/1/2004-f^] 
tR WK, ^ 

MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 5th January, 2007 
S.O. 142.—In pursuance of sub rule (4) of Rule 10 

of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Govemminent hereby 
notifies the following offices of the Ministry of Home Affairs 
where the percentage of Hindi knowing staff has gone 
above 80%. 


Border Security Force: 

1. 07 BN Border Security Force 

2. Sector HQ Behrampur 

3. 140 BN Border Security Force 

4. Frontier HQ Gujarat 

5. Sector HQ Bhuj 

Central Reserve Police Force : 

1. Office of the Addl. DIGP, Group Centre, C.R.P.F. 
Silchar (Assam) 

2. Office of the Commandant-175 BN, Central 
Reserve Police Force 

3. Office of the Commandant-180 BN, Central 
Reserve Police Force. 

[No. 12017/l/2004-Hindi] 
PREM SAGAR, Dy. Secy. 


20 2006 

05/2006-#m ( T^.^. ) 

W.31T, 143.— #RI 3TMtTR, 1962 ^ ^IRl 
152 (R) ^ W 

f^'RFT, Rf ^ 'Mf^, 1 ^5^, 1994 
33/94-^1 Mi 5y<r^ (spfbr 
viPcwrI' ^ iFTtn ^ p:^t. wgsRi, 

TT^ TTcj^^w 71^, 

'dT^ Tim ^ 77^ U 76/2 

d«7T 76/7 TTN 3Tf#PTR, 1962 dit dTTI 9 ^ STcpicT 


cwri^'m 100 % 1747^7 (i^fl.^) ^ 

■Rdd ^ ^ dF’^TTRTn 7^?H ^ 7^ "R WlFtn d>7dT ^ 

% ctlDl^ TTd ■RdTdTR, dlfW ^R?a7T fdRfd 
Tjf^ ^ Rd 7T^ m 7T. 3T/2002(006)/^.37t.'5J. 

-3lfd. ^ 3H^Rlf^ f I 

[ RR^ Tit 71. - VIIF48/43/2006-7ftRT ^ ] 

R7T. 7^, 3irgRd 
MINISTTRY OF FIN ANCTl 
(De|)artment of Revenue) 

(OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 
AND CENTRAL EXCISE) 

Salem, the 20th December, 2006 

No. 05/2006-CUSTOMS (NT) 

S. 0.143.—In exercise of the powers delegated to 
the undersigned, vide Notification No. 33/94-CUS (NT) 
dated 1st July, 1994, by the Government of India, Ministry 
of Finance, Department of Revenue, New Delhi under danse 
(a) of Section 152 of the Customs Act, 1962,1, S.Raincsh, 
Commissioner of Customs and Central Excise, Salem, 
hereby declare Survey No. 76/2B «&, 76/7 of 
Devannagoundanur Village, Sankari Taluk in Salem District 
of Tamilnadu State, to be a Warehousing Station under 
Section 9 of the Customs Act, 1962, for quarrying granites 
exclusively for the 1 (X)% Export Orented Unit, as approved 
by the Ministry of Commerce & Industry, Department ol 
Commerce, Madras Export Processing Zone, Chennai vide 
letter F. No. Ay2002(006)/EOU-TN dated 01-09-2006. 

[File. C. No. VIIF48/43/2006-CUS. Polj 
S. RAMESH, Commissioner 

Vlctlil) R:<ldd 

df lORRd^. 2007 

^.3ir. 144.-vidl4l7l 3lMdRR, 1983 dft dITT 3 RTt 
dR-tJlTT ( 1 ) ^ RTd S^iFwrT RR RlTd 717RR7, 

IJd^vSKI ^ 3117. ?FR7, m t (Tit. 175 7ft. i TTR. : 92) 
dft RRITft ^HTdftr RRft R41dR ftf 4 31R7J^, 2006 ^ ^ 

SURTRt 31T^’ dRT ^ drRRTTT TTlSft (dR Tlf^) ^ ^ 
■ft RPTft t I dR Tlf^ 7<T7 R7 ^ '?[l37 dft P'l^Pw 

■3d^ R^RR RRft "dft cit-Otsi 'ft ^ dft dft aidftj 31sidT 
^IFRxft 311^' "Rdi, ^ ftt R^ %77 1 

2. ?ft 3R7. -ftim ft 23-12-2006 ^ ^ RRTTft 

RTTdtR RRft ‘RRldTR ^ 31%ftd dcviqiM 7R^, 'MrIcIR 

ft* drtldlTI 717^-1 "RR R^RR TFRlel t I 

[71. 1 /07 RR. 71. R-19011 /I/2007-Rft7] 

■^. 7 ft. 31R7 


V 


4 


T 


« 


* 
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MINISTRY OF OVERSEAS INDIAN AFFAIRS 
New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 

S.O. 144.—In exercise of power conferred under 
Section 3, Sub-section (1) of Emigration Act, 1983, the 
Central Govenunent appoints Stei R. Sekar, IRS (C & GES 
92), as Protector of Emigrants (Deputy Secretary) in the 
Ministry of Overseas Indian Affairs. The appointment of 
Shri R. Sekar will be at the level of Deputy S^retary for a 
period of four years from the date of taking over the charge 
of the post or until further orders, whichever event takes 
place earlier. 

2. Shri R. Sekar assumed charge of the post of 
Protector of Emigrants in the Office of the Protector rif 
Emigrants, Chennai under the Ministry of Overseas Indian 
Affairs in the forenoon of23-12-2006. 

[No. 1/07 F. No. A-19011/1/2007-PAJ 
G. C. ROUT, Under Secy. 

•SIR WSR 

2 2007 

^.311.145,— 

^ 1^ 31^) 1976 ^ 1%^ 10 ^ 

(4) ^ ii wm? 

^WSR-3, •^.^.311., 80% 

^ ^ ^ TITR ^ "I, 

wtt I 

[K l/l/2005-tt^/251-350] 

MINISTRY OF WATER RESOURCES 
New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S. 0.145.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
(10) of the Official Language (use for official purposes of 
the Union) The Central Government hereby notifies the 
Assistant Engineer, South West Rivers Sub-Division-3, 
ewe, Mangalore, the 80% staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. l/l/2005-Hindi/251-350] 

RAJKUMARI DAVE, Director (OL) 
^ 2 2007 

^,3ir. 146.—("^N 
■m4'4hT ^ %Ti fm, 1976 10 ^ 

(4) ^ SlfFTTor atfifpRT, "qf^ ’ifw 

4MMdri-3, ^.^.3TT.. "RtW 80% 

( 5*41 ^ ^IR '91 <<1 ^ 

3lftTgf^ Wt t I 

[H l/l/2005-tNt/351] 

(U^:) 


New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 


S. 0.146. —^In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
(10) of the Official Language (use fix' official purposes of 
the Union) The Coitral Government hereby notifies-the 
Assistant Engineer, South West Rivers Sub-Division-3, 
ewe, Mangalcxe, the 80% staff whereof have acquired 
woiidng knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. l/l/2005-Hindi/351] 
RAJKUMARI DAVE, Director (OL) 


2 2007 

¥'51^ ^ 

■ 9 #^ ^ ■ 9 ^) 1^, 1976 ^ 10 ^ 

(4) ^ W Wq ¥W, 

cm, 


80% ^ ^ 4>r4y!tR> ^ 



[¥. l/l/2005-%^/352] 


¥3r=hRi0 Pi^vich (¥.m) 


New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S, O. 147.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
(10) of the Official Language (use for official purposes of 
the Union) The Central Government hereby notifies the 
Sardar Sarovar Construction Advisory Committee, 
Narmada Bhawan, A Block, IV Floor,, Indira Avenue, 
Varodara-390001, the 80% staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi. 


[No. l/l/2O05-Hindi/352] 
RAJKUMARI DAVE, DiiBetOT(OL) 
R|4^#;2^PRft,2007 
148.—¥R5 r, ¥5P1rt (¥q ^ 


y 9 ]«nT -srqhT) 1975 ^ fro 10 ^ 

(4) wm flRfq ^dl^chK 

cm, 

80% ^IR •9RT 

^ Imr t, t I 


[¥ l/l/2005-1Nt/353-452] 

(¥.m) 


New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S. O. 148.—^In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
(10) of the Official Language (use for official purposes of 
the Union) The Central Government hereby notifies the 
Sardar Sarovar Construction Advisory Committee, 
Narmada Bhawan, A Block, IV Floor, Indira Avenue, 
Varodara-390001, the 80% staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. I/l/2005-Hindi/353^52] 
RAJKUMARI DAVE, Director (OL) 
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(ftwnf) 

^ 1^5#, 2 2007 

3ir. 1987^f™7^'3#FFI (l) ^ ■^* hpW^ 

ij'd^gKI 1^ a< 1^-41 ^ 1ITW C^) t: 





HMeh 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

14395 : 1996 

1,1W«^2006 

31 2006 

2 

3TTf ■gn 14436 : 1997 

l,%Ti^2006 

31 r<41M<, 2006 


^ ^ 9, ^ ^ 10002, ^ : 
^ 1^:^, chld°hMI , -gi^ ^811 7TMT '=h['Mi^' : 31gM«^NK. 'WTT^, TI^TFT^, t^TraK, 

^51^, 4>Mg< , HHig<, ■q^HT, ■g^ 4 feFi <jh<i«*i f i 


Tft^/TFTO] 

■g. ) 

MCSHSTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Dei)artinent Of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the2ndJanuary, 2007 

S.0.149.— 111 pursuance of clause (b) of Sub-julc; (1) of Rule7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and year of the 
Indian Standards 

No. and year of die amendment 

Date from which the amendment 
shall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 14395:1996 

1, December 2(X)6 

31 December, 2006 

2. 

IS 14436:1997 

1, December 2006 

31 December, 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref:CED/Gazelte] 
A.K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F’ &Head (Civil Engg.) 
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^ 5 2007 


^ ^ aT5^ -qi^ ^ ^ 

^ ^n5#T ^ei<iifc!f^ 's^ an? t??! u/*iiM/yu« 

■?T^ ■?TQ^ (*K<aWI) ^ 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7677296 

27/11/2007 


Pr*i# ^ Pw^ 

4250 :1980 

21, WH WIT, 

UjpHRlMd 

^iMil CIS, ulc ite“ 

^ 400 008 

7671587 

14/11/2007 

14 PW<4Mm*5, 

^ TTTcfl ^T5^t, 

Tte, 

1*^-400072 

1100 TRl 4>|444|^ 694:1990 

ofl<?'iitn ^ 1^11 <^4ci 

7668497 

07/11/2007 

250, ^15H 

'31# 

7ilafff-403115 

313SR«?^^ 

—- A. -g^ \ - A 

■41 ^ ^ 3n«|P?f 
(«nni) iioo^«lk 

’5rf^ 4514^1^ ^<rtOTl 

7098 ( ^-1): 
1988 

7681590 

06/12/2007 

Piyi4 

25-9/1/1, 

"R?? W 

396230 

1100 ^ ^PP cilctlQI 

( «f!n 1) 

1554(^51-1): 

1988 

7668396 

07/11/2007 

250, '«=j^SI'$*l 

■^a;TT-403115 

1100 ^ «!^ <<fe!(i '»»j4«f>{'{l 

^ P»ni tM# 

«^oKn 

^ PfRR 

694 : 1990 

7678302 

29/11/2007 

10/11,4l<^31 

31^^-400 072 

HmS( 

4250 :1980 


[^: ^l^M^Vl/13 : 11] 
WTFlfl^yr^ (IPRT^) 
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New Delhi, the 5th January, 2007 

S. 0,150._In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certilication) 

Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian S tandards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following schedule;— 

SCHEDULE 


SI. Licence Vahdity 

No. No. Date 


76772% 27-11-2007 


Name & Address 
(factory) of the Party 


Product 


IS 

No./Part/Sec. 

Year 


Rishabh Home Appliances, Specification for Domestic IS4250:1980 
21, 1 St Floor, Municipal Electric Food-Mixers (Liquidizes 

and Grinders) 


INDL Estate, Bapti Road, 
Gre ater Bombay Grant 
Ro;id-E, 

Maharashtra-400008 


2 7671587 14-11-2007 


3 7668497 07-11-2007 


4 7681590 06-12-2007 


5 76683% 07-11-2007 


6 7678302 29-11-2007 


Mimibhadra Cable Mfg. Co., 
14 D, Gilbert Compound, 
Durga Mata Mandir Gali, 
Kherani Road, Sakinaka, 
Andheri (East) 

Greater Bombay, 

Mumbai, 

Maharashtra-400 072. 

Ter acorn Private Ltd., 

250, Kundaim Industrial 

Estate, Kundaim 
North Goa, 

GOA 

Goa-4(B115 

Vi-son Wires Navnit Shah 
Indu.strial Estate, Plot No. 2, 
Surv<iy No. 259/1/1. 

Village Dadra, 

Dadi a and Nagar Haveli 
Dadra, 

Dadra and Nagar Haveli-, 
3%230. 

Tcracom Private Ltd., 

250, Kundaim Industrial 

Estate, Kundaim 
North Goa, 

GOA, 

Goa-403115 
Mimar Electronics, 

10/11, Barretto Industrial 

Estate, SafedPool,Kurla- 
Andhcri Road, 

Greater Bombay, 

Andheri, 

Maharashtra-400 072. 


PVC Insulated cables for work- IS 694:1990 
ing voltages upto and including 

llOOV 


Crosslinked polyethylene 
insulated PVC sheathed ; 

cables Part 1 For working 
voltage upto and including 
1 lOOV 

PVC Insulated (heavy duty) 
electric cables: Part 1 For 
working voltages upto 
and including 11(X) V 


IS 7098: Parti 
1988 


IS 1554: Parti 
1988 


PVC Insulated cables for work- IS694:1990 
ing voltages upto and including 

IIGOV 


Specification for Domestic 
Electric Food-Mixers 
(Liquidizes and Grinders) 


IS 4250:1980 


[Ref. :CMD-1/13:111 
S. K. CH AUDHURI, Dy. Director General (Marks) 
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M 8 ^SR^, 2007 

151.—TTH^F ^ t^, 1987 ^ 7 ^ (1) ^ (^) ^ 

'<n\SKi srf^iRjf^ <»><ai "t ■^* Mi^eh ^ '^T^lhiR "W ^ :— 


31^ 



WtHtd HHih (^) ^ 41<WI, 


C1M|^ 5 IA 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3n^i??T6299 : 1971 MlHUbk 
fife ^ ■'rttV’T 3fk *flR^ i|»t 

gjRT 2006 

’T’?«R2006 


VT ifft UfWf «in#l l^mr 1T?W 9, ^W5^ ^fWt--110002, Wlfmf : 

li f^, ^ ?fHT ws\ iPT«iWf; irtw, ^dAvati , ^?N^, 

^>r^, ’iRy, ^ 1? tg tow 1 1 


’it?! igHR 1^ Ti^ (ira’*! i^sf ira) 

New Delhi, the 8th January, 2007 

$. O. 151«—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendn^nts to the Indian Standard, parUci Jars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued:— 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and year of the 

Indian Standards 

No. and year of the 
amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall 
have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 6299:1971 Outde for handling, testing 

Amendment No. 2, 

November2006 


and storage of monochrome photogrq>hic 

2006 



Prints 




Copies of the Amendment available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and its Regional Offices at New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also 
Branch Offices at Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Ouwahati, Hyderbad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Pama, Pune and Thiruvananth^uram. 


83GI/D7—2 


[Ref. MSD/G-8 Notification] 
N. K. GROVER, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MSD) 
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^ 10 2007 

3IT. 152.-'>TR^iTH^^ (W^) 1988 (4) ^ ^-twr (5) ^ 


3T5?J^ 

UrR 



wO ^ HIH ^ W 

RlTcflR RTW ^ ^ 


n 



RRWtR HMep 

1 

2 ' 

3 

4 

5 







2(XK> 




1. 

8760894 

13-11-2006 

"4. 3ff%cT 311. fe. 

■+4fi1q1^ mim 




tTq^-120-121, 

14151 : 1999 




^<4V^MvjO 3?yfw cb|4-q^+H, 


2. 

8760591 




14“11“2000 

H. ^<e\H 

gldHlRi'l SITR *ilc^ ^dO 




123, WSIR, 

1417 : 1999 




Tiqfw 







3. 

8760692 

14-11-2006 

y<*>f5fi <asi=b[ ^<['+1 op., 

^idHif^o 3ifqi 




182, [Vj^I'IhIcI all'flK, 

1417 : 1999 






4. 

8760693 

14-11-2006 


?1^RTf^ 3lfq7 




207-208, 

1417 : 1999 






5. 

8761896 

17-11-2006 

4 m %., 

cF^ IPR 31ldWRicl41 




|925, 1200^ 1201, 

14899 J 2000 











6. 

8761694 

17-11-2006 

A okr^^Mi 





RRv ^iu(c^4H ^ ■qm, 

1417 : 1999 




3Rqciid Timmi, 








8761593 

17-11-2006 

.... ft. \ , 


/• 

H. RB7c(I< 'Hd'H, 

^IdHlNiM 37Tq> *llcr€ '»<^d<t 




31,‘3^rSTR4^, 

1417 : 1999 




wt 


8. 

8761795 

17-11-2006 

"4. ^ 

^WhAm 37797 





1417 : 1999 




f^eii ■qRit 


9. 

8762393 

22-11-2006 

Rm yU4<'H 3n. % 





2^ 123, A. 9\ 

694 : 1990 











10. 

8762293 

22-11-2006 

4 'w w %. 

AtAtAt 




2"^ 123, ^ A 9^, 

ob«ldH 




V^- 

1554 (-qm 1) : 1988 
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2 3 4 5 


11. 

8762595 

22-11-2006 

130^^H 9^, 

f^. 4. 

W?f 

?r<0yH 

14151 :(«Tm 1) 1999 

12 

8762191 

22-11-2006 

ehU^IdU^ 31T. % 

4. 

4^ 

2645 ; 1983 

13 

8763092 

22-11-2006 

^ 69 ^ l4, 

f^. 4. 

6003 ; 1983 

xfnqT^a =h (cm. 

14. 

8763294 

23-11-2006 

'5f^ ^^4 4 ■9RT 

4 "91^, 

1417 : 1999 

15. 

8763395 

23-11-2006 

4 «RTr3T 

WraiST, 

44114^ 4^ 

1417 :1999 

16. 

8763193 

23-11-2006 

4 m 1^. 

15 213 

44z 4 ^ WT 
1592 : 2003 

17. 

8764296 

23-11-2006 

^ M41 311. %, 

4 86 87, <54*1 4. 

I5f44z4^ 

10325 : 2000 

18. 

8764296 

23-11-2006 

4 

15 ^ 394, 44 4. i^ft^n-, 

4 z^ f^K ^ 2, 
f^ni 

^ 4? 15|^ 

14543 

19. 

8764397 

24-11-2006 

4 ^ 4f 1 ^ 1505 43 ^, 

4fR3o, *rf4ter, 

4t <^^1 

14543 

2a 

8758204 

01-11-2006 

4 4^4 4^ 

4 224, 4f4 . 

1417 :1999 

21. 

8758709 

03-11-2006 

4 tj.krli?441, , 

^4. i5,''T3n44f^, 

■4 4*t i5|^ 

14543 

22 

8759812 

07-11-2006 

/ 

4 44^ % 

f 447 44 4 44n, 4ii4 

31^!^ 

7098 1^1 :1988 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

23. 

8759711 

07-11- 

2006 t^. 





i 447 ^ 

1554 ’»TR 1 : 1980 






24. 

8758305 

01-11- 



2006 

?icrl9il^9 MICT'S 





1417 : 1999 





[-^'4 :ttliJM4Vl/13:n] 








New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 


S.0.152.— In pur.suaiicc of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification 
Regulation, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of which are given in the 
following Schetlules. 




SCHEDULE 


SI. 

Licence No. 

Operative 

Name and Address of the Licensee 

Article/Proccss Covered by 

No. 

(CM/L- ) 

Date 


the licences and the relevant 





IS : Designation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

DEC 2006 

1. 

8760894 

13-11-2006 

M/s. Ankit Irrigation Pvt, Ltd. 

IS 14151:1999 




F-120-121, Khatushyainji 

Industrial Complex, 

Reengus, Distt. Sikar 

(X^PE Pipes 

2. 

8760591 

14-11-2006 

M/s. Sarcx>p Jewellers 

IS 1417:1999 




123, Teh Bazar, 

Rai Singh Nagar, 

Distt. Sriganganagar 

Halftnarking of Gold Jewellery 

3. 

%iaym 

14-11-2006 

M/s. Vijay Prakash Khandaka Saraf & Co. 

182, Kishan Pole Bazar, 

Jaipur 

IS 1417:1999 

Hallmarking of (Sold Jewellery 

4. 

8760793 

14-11-2006 

M/s. Jinesh Jain Jewellers 

1417:1999 




207-208, Johri Bazar, 

Hallmarking of Gold 




Jaipur 

Jewellery 

5. 

87618% 

17-11-2006 

M/s. Bhiwadi Cylinders Pvt. Ltd. 

E-925,1200& 1201 

Industrial Area, 

Bhiwadi Distt. Alwar 

14899:2000 

LPG Containers for Automotives 

6. 

8761694 

17-11-2006 

M/s.Govadia Jewellers 

1417:1999 




Opposite Nehru Park Complex, 

Hospital Road, 

Sagwara, Distt. Dungaipur 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

7. 

8761593 

17-11-2006 

M/s. Mahaveer Jewellers 

1417:1999 




31,GulzarC!howk 

Pali 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

8. 

8761795 

17-11-2006 

M/s. Shri Aradhana Jewellers 

1417:1999 




Akhariya Chowk, Post sadri 

Distt. Pali 

Hallinaddng of Gold JeweUcry 

9. 

8762393 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Romesh Power Products Private Limited, 

694:1990 




B-123, Road No. 09(A), 

Vishwa Karma Industrial Area, 

Jaipur 

PVC Insulated Cables 
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0 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

10 . 

8762292 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Romesh Power Products Private Linuted, 
B-123, Road No. 09(A) 

Vishwa Karma Industrial Area, 

Jaipur 

, 1554(Parti):1988 

PVC Insulated (HD) Cables 

11 . 

8762595 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Tijaria Polypipes Limited, 
A-130(E),RoadNo.9D, 

Vishwakarma Industrial Area, 

Jaipur 

14151 (Parti): 1999 

Polyethylene Pipes for 

Irrigation Systems 

12 . 

8762191 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Sleen Water Proof compound (P) Ltd., 
F-9B, Old RnCO Industrial Area, 

Dholpur 

2645;20Q3 

Integral Cement 

Waterproofing Compound 

• 13. 

8763092 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Bajrang International, 

Plot No. A-69, Road No. ID. 

Vishwakarma Industrial Area, 

Jaipur 

6003:1983 

Indented Wire for Prestressed 
Concrete 

14. 

8763294 

23-11-2006 

M/s. Dhanraj Jewellers, 

Near Police Station, 0pp. Panchayat 

Samiti, GamothwaraRoad, Dungatpur, 
Sagwara 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

15. 

8763395 

23-11-2006 

M/s. Dhanraj Gowadia and Sons, 

Sadar Bazar. 

Sagwara Distt Dungazpur 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold JeweOery 

16. 

8763193 

23-11-2006 

M/s.Chirag Fiscal Services (P) Ltd., 

A-213, Shastri Nagar, 

Bhilwaia 

1592:2003 

A.C. Pressure Pipes & Joints 

17. 

8764296 

23-11-2006 

M/s. Yash Strips Pvt. Ltd., 

G-86-87, Udyog Vihar, Jetpura 

Industrial Ai^ 

Jaipur 

10325:2000 

15 Kg Sq. Tins 

18. 

8764195 

24-11-2006 

M/s. Sourbh Foods, 

H-394t RIICX) Industrial Area, 

Jhotwara Extn. Phase-II. 

Sama Dungar, J aipur 

14543:2004 

Packaged Drinking Water 

19. 

8764397 

24-11-2006 

M/s. Kool Wave Food and Beverages. 
Keshav Pura, 

Bhakrota, Ajmer Road, 
hupur 

14543:2004 

Packaged Drinking Water 

20 . 

8758204 

01-11-2006 

M/s. Khandaka Omshiee Jewellers. 

Shop No. 224, Johari Bazar, 

Jaipur 

M/s. Aquahomc Appliances, Ward No. 15, 
Pui\|abi Mohalla. 

Hanumangarii 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

21 . 

8758709 

03-11-2006 

14543:2004 

Packaged Drinking Watm* 

22 . 

8759812 

07-11-2006 

M/s. Gee Cab Industries Limited. 

E-447, RIICX) Industrial Area, 

Chopanld, Alwar 

7098 (Parti): 1988 

Crosslinked Polyethylene 

Insulated PVC Cables 

23. 

8759711 

07-11-2006 

M/s. Gee Cab Industries Limited, 

E-447, RIICO Industrial Area, 

Chopanld. Alwar 

1554 (Parti): 1988 

PVC Insulated (HD) Cables 

24. 

8758305 

01-11-2006 

M/s. Bhaitiya Jewellers, 
dock tower, 

Udaipur 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of (3k>ld Jewell^ 


[Rcf:CMD-l/13:ll] 

S. K. CHAUDHURI, Dy. Director General (Maries) ' 
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^ 8 2007 

m. an. iss.-wN^fwr. i987 ^7 ^(i) ^(^) ^ 
i(d<vgK l t ’4’ (^) ■^’ "W/f^ ^ : 


9Fn wPTc! ^ 

-^nsqr afk 


^ ■^Ps^n aflr 




( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


3?T^^8764 : 1998 
3n|T3:n 14448 : 1997 


1 2006 

I 2006 


31 RfIMi 2006 
31 R4HH<2006 


^ ^«Rf ^ 3jf^ PFT^ PH5F 9, ^ W PT4, ^ ^^-110002, ^ «=hl^lcn5V^ 

4>lrl4>ldl , rlu^T^ , ^51^ ^«IT -^TIM 'S^T^. 1^1^, 

■^1^, ■=11^, ■^’41 Pd^dH'dl^iH ^ t I 

: 08-01-2007 

Ti M.T^’™ (f^#r^ 


New Delhi, the 8th January, 2007 

S, 0.153._In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 

Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which 
are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued: 

SCHEDULE 

— iijL. ^o. -No. and year ol the No. and year ot the amendment Date troin which tlie amendment 

_ Indian Standards __ shall have effect _ 

0) _(2)___(5___- 

] 188764:1998 1 December 2006 31 Dec ember 2006 

2. IS 14448:1997 1 December2006 _ 31 Da ember 2006 _ 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


Date: 084)1-2007 


[Ref:CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 


^ 10 2007 


3ir. i54_q!#2Ttnw^1^, 1987^^m7^^-^m (1) (33) ^ ^itctl^l nH'b 

^ i^d^gK l 1Hii'hT f44foi ## ’4' f ^ iFSTlfw ^# :— 






WIT 

(^’) ^ 

BT^ ?TB 3tRi9hrBq 

qfl WIT 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TT| ^ ^ lOS-Ti; 02 : 

1993 ot^ti^^Tq ^ ^ ^ q; 02 

V] ii ciR’cl^ ^ 

31!^ T^ 768 : 1982 Stterm 

^4=1(1 2007 

2 

3TT^ TT^/3T1^ 3^ 105-T^ 03 : 

1993 cI'MiR-th ^ ^ qftsipq ^ "q; 03 

3n^ 769 : 1982 ^ ST^B^ 

^TB^2007 
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(0 

(2) (3) 

(4) 

3. 

sni T(R/3fnf 31) 105-R 04 : 

1989 

^ ^ lirai 0^ 

^=1^ 2007 




4. 

^ 3i) 105-R 08 : 

1993 ^ ^ ^ R 08 

•qm 313^ ^qrfoifeh VKi<td) 

2007 


^ ^ HM*!! «t0, *<l*leb 'HcI'I, 9, '^. ^ f^WlVl 10002, 

^«3F.wi, ■ 51 ^ ^«iT «hwfd^iY ; 3if*r^raiK, ’ctei, t^<NK , 

Tjpt ^«1T ^ ^ ■5^1^ f I 


: 10 2007 


[#^^:^i^5raS^M-253 
T^*T. Wvi* ^ ¥353 (zh?«R{^) 

New Ddhi, the 10th January. 2007 

S. O. 154.—^hi pursuance of clause (b) of sub-iule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the dale indicated against each: 

SCHEDULE 


SI 

No. 

No. and year bf the 

Indian Standards 

Established 

No. and year of Indian 
Standards, if any, 
Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of 
Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS/ISO 105-A02:1993Textiles-TestsfM: 
colour fastness Part A02 Grey scale for 
assessing change in colom 

Superseding IS 768: 

1982 

January 2007 

Z 

IS/ ISO 105-A03:1993 Textiles-Tcsts for 
colour fastness Part A03 Grey scale for 
assessing staining 

Superseding IS 769: 

1982 

January 2007 

3. 

lyiSO 105-A04:1993 Textiles-Tests for 
colour fastness Part A04 Method for the 
instrumental assessment of the degree of 
staining of adjacent fabrics 


January 2007 

4. 

IS/ ISO 105-A 08:1993 Textilcs-Tcsts for 
colour fastness Part AOS Vocabulary used 
in colour measurement. 


January 2007 


Copies of the these Standards are available fw sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9, 
Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and its Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatm’e, Guwahati, Hyderbad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananth^uram. 

Dated I(M)1-2007 

(Ref.TXD/G-25] 
, M. S- VERMA, Director & Head (Textiles) 
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chliJef! 

ll^SR^,2007 

3?r. 155.—(3T^ 3lk fcIcFTM) 

antrPra^, 1957 (1957 ^ 20) 3#j^ w 

TRI «IKT 7 ^ (i) ^ 3TS{H ’TRcT 7TWR ^ chlildl WoTir ^ 

arfSRjEpn cm.OT. 2671 cnits 15.10.04 ^ ^ ^ 'HRcT ^ Trar?, 

»rFT 2, ^-3, v3TO^ (ii) ?rr^ 23 2004 ^ wrftra aiflnjEPTT gRi 

^ 3rf?Rjpn ^ 3731^ ^ ^ 3^713^ ^ ^ 

3#c(n^ ^ ^ 3fqr^ STTTRT c[5t ; 

31^7 Tism ^ TfW 3rfltf^ Cfft SIM 8 ^ STJTMJT 'EHt^ 

TRcFTR Tpt 317^ ^ ^ t ; 

afr? 7=rwR, '<jghF7r i%it€ cut^ ^ TTEiTcr 3ft7 

v3#fn 717^ ^ WTTt ^ ^ 7?7rm u? Twrerpr ^ -rmi t, nSTT^ 

TtcF^ 3T^7j7ft if 2527.46 Wf (ciwr) 'IH 1022.85 (cTWT) 

*TN cri<^)^ 3T^ TriiM trrflif ; 

3M: 3T5[ cfi’-^li) TTTcfIR, cpIiKMlSITTcd (3l^'l 3ft7 fcfcpM 3Tf?lp|i(*1, 

1957 (1957 ^ 20)) 7[ft £IM 9 7^ ^3W7I (i) STTT 5R7T Tlf^TTff W 

f7, -m TfWM TFMft t fsp ^37RT 3r57J^ if TrfSrcf 2527.46 (TTWT) 
in 1022.85 #7F5iT7 (cTn^) nm mcft ^jPi in ^ n7 cf? Tnff 3i1?rcm^ im 
3T3 (h ftrnr Timr ti 

?7r 3Tf§t7JEnTT IF) 3tcntrr 3TT^ ^ ^UicF) 7T. ipi7ftlJc7/1J7FW(^/ 

iMijn (ipnfi^ ifraM 3ik nfMw?n)/iitnT?Tn7n?/06/02 ctt^ 3.4.O6 ^ 
Msri tpcTirt; 375371 (73#7n) ife uniitTni if m mViRn f^rnw, 1, 
cb l jf^lTF WTF 7^, tbiTFcb l d 'l ^ UnufTm ^ m 4)'lc(>1)'ti?^ fc7., 

(1%^ iftvrm 3fl7 i^WFl), Tipjfrl ^TBR, SFiRll7-73TPjf^ ft?R, 

fcrf, fvrcn-7H«?r57-768020 (vi4l7Hi) wnfeTir ^ fcFun im tti^i 
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iJitmcTO^ner (cffltrar) «Tra;>, 
dldtlx! cBlctuSlc^iH (fl^cTT 
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fert^ioEr ^TUff ^ arfofar on# gr# kyric: 


1. onfcrasrg? (arm) ariofcT ^ 
lone ^2i;F3iT: 


1, 2, 3. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 
25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 
45(317), 46(3TT), 47(31T), 51(31T), 52, 53(8Tr), 75{31T), 76, 77(3TT), 78(31T), 76/269, 
36/271 (arr), 39/272(31T), 46/273,46/274, 35/284, 26/288, 36/291, 33/292,15/297, 
177/306, 177/311(317) sfft? 177/329(311). 


2. 3n3T ijpf ^ srfofcT 1#5#: JT# 

^jRair: 


1, 2,3, 4, 5,6, 7, 8,9,10,11, 12,13,14,15,16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 
30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49,50, 51,52,53,54,55, 


56,57,58,59,60,61,62,63,64,65,66,67,68,69,70,71,72,73,74,75, 76,77,78,79,80,81, 
82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96,97,98, 99,100, 101,102,103,104,105, 
106, 107, 108,109, no. 111, 112, 113,114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 
125,126, 127,128, 129,130, 131, 132,133,104/134,103/135,110/136,130/137, 9/138, 2/139, 
132/140, 132/141, 127/192, 127/193, 127/194, 127/195, 127/196, 127/197, 127/198, 127/199, 
127/200,127/201,127/202,127/203, 127/212,3^)^127/216. 


3 gnar (amn) ^ adufcT ftp# 

84(31T), 85(311), 87(311), 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 
103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 
120,121,122,123, 124, 125, 126,127,128,129,130, 131, 132(3Tr), 137(3TT), 138(3TT), 
140(34T), 141(347), 150(34T), 171(347), 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180,181, 
182, 183, 184(344), 187(344), 188, 189, 190, 191, 192(344), 193(344), 204(344), 205(344), 
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206(9TT), 207, 208, 209(aTT), 210(MT), 213(OT), 214, 215, 216, 217, 248, 219, 220, 221, 
222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 

239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 

256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 

273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 

290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 

271/311, 84/312, 88/323, 204/325, 229/334, 229/335, 297/336, 296/337, 85/339(«t), 
270/339, 92/341, 243/345, 243/346, 234/347,272/348, 285/349, 278/350, 278/351, 
109/352, 91/353, 249/355, 249/356, 100/357, 221/359, 97/363, 251/365, 234/366, 
296/367, 222/368, 223/369 Sfh? 268/370. 


4-. <*ll«»1 (WRr) ^ arfufcT 

WTAir: 


1, 2,3, 4, 5,6, 7, 8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20, 21,22, 23,24,25,26,27,28, 29, 
30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52, 53,54,55, 


56,57,58,59,60,61,62,63,64,65,66, 67, 68,69,70,71,72,73,74,75,76,77,78,79,80,81, 
82,83,84,85,86,87,88,89,90,91,92,93,94,95,96,97,98,99,100,101, 102,103,104,105, 
106,107,108, 109, no. 111, 112, 113, 114, 115,116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121,122, 123, 124, 

125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 

144,145,146,147,148,149,150,151,152,153,' 154, 155,156,157,158,159,160,161,162, 
163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173,174, 175, 176, 177,178, 179, 180, 181, 
182, 183,184, 185, 186, 187, 188,189, 190, 191, 192, 193,194, 195, 196, 197,198, 199, 200, 

201, 202, 203, 204, 20i, 206,207, 208, 209, 210, 2ll, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 


220, 221,222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 


239,240, 241, 242,243, 244,245,246,247,248,249,250,251,252,253,254,255,256,257, 

258, 259,260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271,272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 

277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284,285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 

296, 297, 298, 299, 300,301,302, 303, 304,305,306, 307, 308,309,310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 


315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 329, 330, 331, 332, 333, 
334, 335,336, 337, 338, 339,340, 341, 342, 343,344, 345, 346,347,348,349,350, 351,352, 
353, 354, 355,356, 357,358, 359,360,361,362, 363, 364,365, 366,367,368,369, 370,371, 

372, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377, 378, 379, 380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387, 388, 389, 390, 

391,392, 393,394, 395, 396, 397,398, 399, 400, 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 

410, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418,419, 420,421, 422, 423,424, 425, 426,427, 428, 
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429, 430, 431, 432, 43 3, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 442, 443, 444, 445, 446, 447, 
448, 449, 450, 451, 45 2, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459, 460, 461, 462, 463, 464, 465, 466, 
467, 468, 469, 470, 4” 1, 472, 473., 474, 475, 476, 477, 478, 479, 480, 481, 482, 483, 484, 485, 
486, 487, 488. 489, 4< >0, 491. 492. 4^s3, 494, 495, 496, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504, 
505, 506, 507, 508, 5' 09, 510, 5U, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 518, 519, 520, 521, 522, 523, 
524, 525, 526, 527, 5 28, 529, 530, 531, 532, 533, 534, 535, 536, 537, ^38, 539, 540, 541, 542, 
543, 544, 545, 546, f >47, 548, 549, 550, 551, 552, 553, 554, 555, 556, 5r»7, 558, 559, 560, 561, 
562, 563, 564, 565, : 566, 567, 568. 569, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 577, 578, 579, 580, 
581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586, 587 ^ 88 , 589, 590, 591, 592, 593, 594, 595, ?96, 597, 598, 599, 
600, 601, 602, 603. 604, 605, 606 607, 608, 609, 610, 611, 612, 613. 614, 61^, 616, 617, 618, 
619, 620. 621, 622 , 623, 624, 625, 626, 627, 628, 629, 630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 
638, 639, 640, 641642, 643, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653, 6^4, 655, 656, 
657, 658, 659, 66 ' [), 661. 662, 663, 664, 665, 666 , 667, 668 , 669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 
676, 677, 678, 67 U, 680, 681, 682. 683, 684, 685, 686 , 687, 688 , 689, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 
695, 696, 697, 60 8 , 699, 700, 701, 702, 703, 704, 705, 706, 707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 
714, 715, 716, 7 17, 718, 719, 720, 721, 722, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728(341), 735(311), 
738(3-TT), 739(‘TT1 ), 740(3-TT), 741, 'MI, 743, 744, 745, 746, 747(3-TT), 748(^17), 749, 750, 751, 
752, 753- 7t'5, 7^6, 757, 758, 759, 760, 761, 762, 763, 764, 765, 766, 767, 768, 769, 770, 

771 , 772, "7 3 , "' 74 , 775 , 776, "HS, 779, 78 O, 781, 782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788, 789, 
790, 791, 7 92 , 7 93, 794, *795. ?9o, "97, 798,799, 800, 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808, 
809, 810 HM, 812. 81.3, 814. 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 823, 824, 825, 826, 
827,828, 829, 83<i), 831, 832, 833, 834, 835, 836, 837, 838, 839, 84<' 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 
846, 84'/, 848, 849, 850, 851. 852, 853, 854, 855, 856, 857, 858, ^ , 860, 861, 862, 863, 864, 

865, 8 f.> 6 , 867, 8-58, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879,880, 881, 882, 883, 
884. U85. 886 , 887, 888 , 889, 890. 891, 892, 893, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 902, 
903., 904, 905, 906, 907, 908. 909. 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 
922, 923. 924, 925, 926, 927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933, 934, 935, 936, 937, 938, 939, 940, 
94,1, 942 943,944, 945, 946, 947. 948, 949, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 
961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 967, 968, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 
980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 996, 997, 998, 
999, 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004.1005, 1006,1007, 1008, 1009, 1010, 1011, 1012,1013,1014, 
1015, 1016, 1017, 1018, 1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 1027, 1028, 1029, 

1030, 1031, 1032, 1033, 1034. 1035, 1036, 1037, 1038, 1039, 1040, 1041, 1042, 1043, 1044, 

1045, 1046, 1047, 1048, 1049, s030, 1051, 1052, 1053, 1054, 1055, 1056, 1057, 1058, 1059, 

1060, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1064, i065, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 1070, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 
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1075, 1076, 1077, 1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082, 1083, 1084, 1085, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 

1090, 1091, 1092, 1093, 1094, 1095, 1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 1100, 1101, 1102, 1103, 1104, 

1105, 1106, 1107, 1108, 1109, 1110, 1111, 1112, 1113, 1114, 1115, 1116, 1117, 1118, 1119, 

1120, 1121, 1122, 1123, 1124, 1125, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 

1135, 1136, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 1145, 1146, 1147, 1148, 1149, 

1150, 1151, 1152, 1153, 1154, 1155, 1156, 1157, 1158, 1159, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1163, 1164, 

1165, 1166, 1167, 1168, 1169, 1170, U71, 1172, 1173, 1174, 1175, 1176, 1177, 1178, 1179, 

1180, 1181, 1182, 1183, 1184, 1185, 1186, 1187, 1188, 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 

1195, 1196, 1197, 1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1203, 1204, 1205, 1206, 1207, 1208, 1209, 

1210, 1211, 1212, 1213, 1214, 1215, 1216, 1217, 1218, 1219, 1220, 1221, 1222, 1223, 1224, 

1225, 1226, 1227, 1228, 1229, 1230, 1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1237, 1238, 1239, 

1240, 1241, 1242,1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 1247, 1248, 1249, 1250, 1251, 1252, 1253, 1254, 

1255, 1256, 1257, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1261, 1262, 1263, 1264, 1265, 1266, 1267, 1268, 1269, 

1270, 1271, 1272, 1273, 1274, 1275, 1276, 1277, 1278, 1279, 1280, 1281, 1282, 1283, 1284, 

1285, 1286, 1287, 1288, 1289, 1290, 1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 1295, 1296, 1297, 1298, 1299, 

1300, 1301, 1302, 1303, 1304, 1305, 1306, 1307, 1308, 1309, 1310, 1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 

1315, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1319, 1320, 1321, 1322, 1323, 1324, 1325, 1326, 1327, 1328, 1329, 

# 

1330, 1331, 1332, 1333, 1334, 1335, 1336, J337, 1338, 1339, 1340, 1341, 1342, 1343, 1344, 

1345, 1346, 1347, 1348, 1349, 1350, 1351, 1352, 1353, 1354, 1355, 1356, 1357, 1358, 1359, 

1360, 1361, 1362, 1363, 1364, 1365, 1366, 1367, 1368, 1369, 1370, 1371, 1372, 1373, 1374, 

1375, 1376, 1377, 1378, 1379, 1380, 1381, 1382, 1383, 1384, 1385, 1386, 1387, 1388, 1389, 

1390, 139i; 1392, 1393, 1394, 1395, 1396, 1397, 1398, 1399, 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 

1405, 1406, 1407, 1408, 1409, 1410, 1411, 1412, 1413, 1414, 1415, 1416, 1417, 1418, 1419, 

1420, 1421, 1422, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1426, 1427, 1428, 1429, 1430, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 

1435, 1436, 1437, 1438, 1439, 1440, 1441, 1442, 1443, 1444, 1445, 1446, 1447, 1448, 1449, 

1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1454, 1455, 1456, 1457, 1458, 1459, 1460, 1461, 1462, 1463, 1464, 

1465, 1466, 1467, 1468, 1469, 1470, 1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1475, 1476, 1477, 1478, 1479, 

1480, 1481, 1482, 1483, 1484, 1485, 1486, 1487, 1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492, 1493, 1494, 

1495, 1496, 1497, 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501, 1502, 1503, 1504, 1505, 1506, 1507, 1508, 1509, 

1510, 1511, 1512, 1513, 1514, 1515, 1516, 1517, 1518, 1519, 1520, 1521, 1522, 1523, 1524, 

1525, 1526, 1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1532, 1533, 1534, 1535, 1536, 1537, 1538, 1539, 

1540, 1541, 1542, 1543, 1544, 1545, 1546, 1547, 1548, 1549, 1550, 1551, 1552, 1553, 1554, 

1555, 1556, 1557, 1558, 1559, 1560, 1561, 1562, 1563, 1564, 1565, 1566, 1567, 1568, 1569, 

1570, 1571, 1572, 1573, 1574, 1575, 1576, 1577, 1578, 1579, 1580, 1581, 1582, 1583, 1584, 

1585, 1586, 1587, 1588, 1589, 1590, 1591, 1592, 1593, 1594, 1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 1599, 
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1600, 1601, 1602, 1603, 1604, 1605, 1606, 1607, 1608, 1609, 1610, 1611, 1612, 1613, 1614, 

1615, 1616, 1617, 1618, 1619, 1620, 1621, 1622, 1623, 1624, 1625, 1626, 1627, 1628, 1629, 

1630, 1631, 1632, 1633, 1634,1635, 1636, 1637, 1638, 1639, 1640, 1641, 1642, 1643, 1644, 

1645, 1646, 1647, 1648, 1649, 1650, 1651, 1652, 1653, 1654, 1655, 1656, 1657, 1658, 1659, 

1660, 1661, 1662, 1663, 1664, 1665, 1666, 1667, 1668, 1669, 1670, 1671, 1672, 1673, 1674, 
1675, 1676, 1677, 1678, 1679, 1680, 1681, 1682, 1683, 1684, 1685, 1686(&TT), 1689(3TT), 
1690(3TT), 1692(3TT), 1726(aTr), 1727(^-11), 1728, 1729, 1730, 1731, 1732, 1733, 1734, 1735, 
1736, 1737, 1738, 1739(&Tr), 1740(3-TT), 1743, 1744, 1745, 1746(m), 1747(aTr), 1748(&Tr), 
1760(aTr),1829,1830,1831(3-TT), 1837{3-TT), 1848(a-TT), 1849(a-TT), 1850,1851,1852,1853,1854, 
1855, 1856, 1857, 1858, 1859, 1860, 1861, 1862, 1863, 1864, 1865, 1866, 1867, 1868, 1869, 
1870(aTT), 1871, 1872, 1873, 1874,1875, 1876(aTr), 1877(3-TT), 26/1942, 83/1943, 595/1944, 
607/1945, 607/1946, 850/1947, 1031/1948, 1024/1949, 757/1950, 1524/1951, 598/1952, 
946/1953, 334/1954, 83/1955, 1417/1957, 465/1958,1521/1959, 295/1963, 1674/1964, 

1674/1965, 1673/1966, 1676/1971, 89/1972, 495/1973, 774/1974, 60/1976, 60/1977, 62/1978, 
624/1979, 783/1980, 685/1981, 63/1982, 94/1983, 1866/1990, 38/1993, 61/1994, 1384/1996, 
1680/2001, 221/2003, 1246/2004, 83/2005, 60/2006, 1417/2007, 780/2008, 498/2009, 241/2010, 
1392/2011, 246/2012, 1105/2016, 778/2017, 1865/2018, 330/2019, 334/2020, 543/2022, 
552/2023, 500/2024, 199/2025, 557/2026, 1870/2173(3-TT), 1870/2176, 1870/2177, 1870/2178, 
1870/2179, 1870/2180, 1870/2181 (&-n), 1870/2182, 1870/2183, 1870/2184, 1870/2194(3-11), 
1870/2195 1870/2196(311). 

5. (war) ^ aiTSfci fcfeir 

800(3-11), 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806(31T), 807(3-ii), 808(311), afr? 809(311). 


6. 3TTc5cJt 1^3TT ^5IT3T (&TRT) srfofcf TT^ 

1,2,3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 

30, 31,32,33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 

56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 

82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100,101,102, 103,104, 105, 

106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 
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125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 
144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 
163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 
182, 183,184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 
201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 
220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 
239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 
258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 
277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 2|K, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 
296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 309, 310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 
315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 329, 330, 331, 332, 333, 
334, 335, 336, 337, 338, 339, 340, 341, 342, 343, 344, 34$, 346, 347, 348, 349, 350, 351, 352, 
353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 364, 3^5, 366, 367, 368, 369, 370, 371, 
372, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377, 378, 379, 380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387, 388, 389, 390, 
391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 396, 397, 398, 399, 400, 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 
410, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422, 423, 424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 
429, 430, 431, 432, 433, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 442, 443, 444, 445, 446, 447, 
448, 449, 450, 451, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459, 460, 461,.462, 463, 464, 465, 466, 
467, 468, 469, 470, 471, 472, 473, 474, 475, 476, 477, 478, 479, 480, 481, 482, 483, 484, 485, 
486, 487, 488, 489, 490, 491, 492, 493, 494, 495, 496, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504, 
505, 506, 507, 508, 509, 510, 511, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 518, 519, 520, 521, 522, 523, 
524, 525, 526, 527, 528, 529, 530, 531, 532, 533, 534, 535, 536, 537, 538, 539, 540, 541, 542, 
543, 544, 545, 546, 547, 548, 549, 550, 551, 552, 553, 554, 555, 556, 557, 558, 559, 560, 561, 
562, 563, 564, 565, 566, 567, 568, 569, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 577, 578, 579, 580, 
581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586, 587, 588, 589, 590, 591, 592, 593, 594, 595, 596, 597, 598, 599, 
600, 601, 602, 603, 604, 605, 606, 607, 608, 609, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 616, 617, 618, 
619, 620, 621, 622, 623, 624, 625, 626, 627, 628, 629, 630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 
638, 639, 640, 641, 642, 643, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653, 654, 655, 656, 
657, 658, 659, 660, 661, 662, 663, 664, 665, 666, 667, 668, 669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 
676, 677, 678, 679, 680, 681, 682, 683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 688, 689, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 
695, 696, 697, 698, 699, 700, 701, 702, 703, 704, 705, 706, 707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 
714, 715, 716, 717, 718, 719, 720, 721, 722, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728, 729, 730, 731, 732, 
733, 734, 735, 736,-737, 738, 739, 740, 741, 742, 743, 744, 745, 746, 747, 748, 749, 750, 751, 
752, 753, 754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 759, 760, 761, 762, 763, 764, 765, 766, 767, 768, 769, 770, 
771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776, 777, 778, 779, 780, 781, 782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788, 789, 
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790, 791, 792, 793, 794, 795, 796, 797, 798,799, 800, 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808, 
809, 810, 811, 812, 813, 814, 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 823, 824, 825, 826, 
827,828, 829, 830, 831, 832, 833, 834, 835, 836, 837, 838, 839, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 
846, 847, 848, 849, 850, 851, 852, 853, 854, 855, 856, 857, 858, 859, 860, 861, 862, 863, 864, 

865, 866, 867, 868, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 

884, 885, 886, 887, 888, 889, 890, 891, 892, 893, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 902, 

903, 904, 905, 906, 907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 

922, 923, 924, 925, 926, 927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933, 934, 935, 936, 937, 938, 939, 940, 

941, 942 943,944, 945, 946,947, 948, 949, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954^^955, 956,957, 958,959, 960, 
961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 967, 968, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 

980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 996, 997, 998, 

999,1000,1001,1002, 1003,1004,1005,1006,1007,1008,1009, 1010, 1011,1012, 1013,1014, 


1015, 

1016, 

1017, 

1018, 

1019, 

1020 , 

1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 

1025, 

1026, 1027, 1028, 1029, 

1030, 

1031, 

1032, 

1033, 

1034, 

1035, 

1036, 1037, 1038, 1039, 

1040, 

1041, 1042, 1043, 

1044, 

1045, 

1046, 

1047, 

1048, 

1049, 

1050, 

1051, 1052, 1053, 1054, 

1055, 

1056, 1057, 1058, 

1059, 

1060, 

1061, 

1062, 

1063, 

1064, 

1065, 

1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 

1070, 

1071, 1072, 1073, 

1074, 

1075, 

1076, 

1077, 

1078, 

1079, 

1080, 

1081, 1082, 1083, 1084, 

1085, 

1086, 1C87, 1088, 

1089, 

1090, 

1091, 

1092, 

1093, 

1094, 

1095, 

1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 

1100 , 

1101, 1102, 1103, 

1104, 

1105, 

1106, 

1107, 

1108, 

1109, 

1110 , 

1111, 1112, 1113, 1114, 

1115, 

1116, 1117, 1118, 

1119, 

1120 , 

1121 , 

1122 , 

1123, 

1124, 

1125, 

1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 

1130, 

1131, 1132, 1133, 

1134, 

1135, 

1136, 

1137, 

1138, 

1139, 

1140, 

1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 

1145, 

1146, 1147, 1148, 

1149, 

1150, 

1151, 

1152, 

1153, 

1154, 

1155, 

1156, 1157, 1158, 1159, 

1160, 

1161, 1162, 1163, 

1164, 

1165, 

1166, 

1167, 

1168, 

1169, 

1170, 

1171, 1172, 1173, 1174, 

1175, 

1176, 1177, 1178, 

1179, 

1180, 

1181, 

1182, 

1183, 

1184, 

1185, 

1186, 1187, 1188, 1189, 

1190, 

1191, 1192, 1193, 

1194, 

1195, 

1196, 

1197, 

1198, 

1199, 

1200 , 

1201, 1202, 1203, 1204, 

1205, 

1206, 1207, 1208, 

1209, 

1210 , 

1211 , 

1212 , 

1213, 

1214, 

1215, 

1216, 1217, 1218, 1219, 

1220 , 

1221, 1222, 1223, 

1224, 

1225, 

1226, 

1227, 

1228, 

1229, 

1230, 

1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 

1235, 

1236, 1237, 1238, 

1239, 

1240, 

1241, 

1242,. 

1243, 

1244, 

1245, 

1246, 1247, 1248, 1249, 

1250, 

1251, 1252, 1253, 

1254, 

1255, 

1256, 

1257, 

1258, 

1259, 

1260, 

1261, 1262, 1263, 1264, 

1265,1266, 1267, 1268, 

1269, 

1270, 

1271, 

1272, 

1273, 

1274, 

1275, 

1276, 1277, 1278, 1279, 

1280, 

1281, 1282, 1283, 

1284, 

1285, 

1286, 

1287, 

1288, 

1289, 

1290, 

1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 

1295, 

1296, 1297, 1298, 

1299, 

1300, 

1301, 

1302, 

1303, 

1304, 

1305, 

1306, 1307, 1308, 1309, 

1310, 

1311, 1312, 1313, 

1314, 

1315, 

1316, 

1317, 

1318, 

1319, 

1320, 

1321, 1322, 1323, 1324, 

1325, 

1326, 1327, 1328, 

1329, 

1330, 

1331, 

1332, 

1333, 

1334, 

1335, 

1336, 1337, 1338, 1339, 

1340, 

1341, 1342, 1343, 

1344, 

1345, 

1346, 

1347, 

1348, 

1349, 

1350, 

1351, 1352, 1353, 1354, 

1355, 

1356, 1357, 1358, 

1359, 
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1360, 1361, 1362, 1363, 1364, 1365, 1366, 1367, 
1375, 1376, 1377, 1378, 1379, 1380, 1381, 1382, 
1390, 1391, 1392, 1393, 1394, 1395, 1396, 1397, 
1405, 1406, 1407, 1408, 1409, 1410, 1411, 1412, 
1420, 1421, 1422, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1426, 1427, 
1435, 1436, 1437, 1438, 1439, 1440, 1441, 1442, 
1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1454, 1455, 1456, 1457, 
1465, 1466, 1467, 1468, 1469, 1470, 1471, 1472, 
1480, 1481, 1482, 1483, 1484, 1485, 1486, 1487, 
1495, 1496, 1497, 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501, 1502, 
1510, 1511, 1512, 1513, 1514, 1515, 1516, 1517, 
1525, 1526, 1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1532, 
1540, 1541, 1542, 1543, 1544, 1545, 1546, 1547, 
1555, 1556, 1557, 1558, 1559, 1560, 1561, 1562, 
1570, 1571, 1572, 1573, 1574, 1575, 1576, 1577, 
1585, 1586, 1587, 1588, 1589, 1590, 1591, 1592, 
1600, 1601, 1602, 1603, 1604, 1605, 1606, 1607, 
1615, 1616, 1617, 1618, 1619, 1620, 1621, 1622, 
1630, 1631, 1632, 1633, 1634, 1635, 1636, 1637, 
1645, 1646, 1647, 1648, 1649, 1650, 1651, 1652, 
1660, 1661, 1662, 1663, 1664, 1665, 1666, 1667, 
1675, 1676, 1677, 1678, 1679, 1680, 1681, 1682, 
1690, 1691, 1692, 1693, 1694, 1695, 1696, 1697, 
1705, 1706, 1707, 1708, 1709, 1710, 1711, 1712, 
1720, 1721, 1722, 1723,' 1724, 1725, 1726, 1727, 
1735, 1736, 1737, 1738, 1739, 1740, 1741, 1742, 
1750, 1751, 1752, 1753, 1754, 1755, 1756, 1757, 
1765, 1766, 1767, 1768, 1769, 1770, 1771, 1772, 
1780, 1781, 1782, 1783, 1784, 1785, 1786, 1787, 
1795, 1796, 1797, 1798, 1799, 1800, 1801, 1802, 
1810, 1811, 1812, 1813, 1814, 1815, 1816, 1817, 
1825, 1826, 1827, 1828, 1829, 1830, 1831, 1832, 
1840, 1841, 1842, 1843, 1844, 1845, 1846, 1847, 
1855, 1856, 1857, 1858, 1859, 1860, 1861, 1862, 
1870, 1871, 1872, 1873, 1874, 1875, 1876, 1877, 


1368, 1369, 1370, 1371, 1372, 1373, 1374, 
1383, 1384, 1385, 1386, 1387, 1388, 1389, 
1398, 1399, 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 
1413, 1414, 1415, 1416, 1417, 1418, 1419, 
1428, 1429, 1430, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 
1443, 1444, 1445, 1446, 1447, 1448, 1449, 
1458, 1459, 1460, 1461, 1462, 1463, 1464, 
1473, 1474, 1475, 1476, 1477, 1478, 1479, 
1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492, 1493, 1494, 
1503, 1504, 1505, 1506, 1507, 1508, 1509, 
1518, 1519, 1520, 1521, 1522, 1523, 1524, 
1533, 1534, 1535, 1536, 1537, 1538, 1539, 
1548, 1549, 1550, 1551, 1552, 1553, 1554, 
1563, 1564, 1565, 1566, 1567, 1568, 1569, 
1578, 1579, 1580, 1581, 1582, 1583, 1584, 
1593, 1594, 1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 1599, 
1608, 1609, 1610, 1611, 1612, 1613, 1614, 
1623, 1624, 1625, 1626, 1627, 1628, 1629, 
1638, 1639, 1640, 1641, 1642, 1643, 1644, 
1653, 1654, 1655, 1656, 1657, 1658, 1659, 
1668, 1669, 1670, 1671, 1672, 1673, 1674, 
1683, 1684, 1685, 1686, 1687, 1688, 1689, 
1698, 1699, 1700, 1701, 1702, 1703, 1704, 
1713, 1714, 1715, 1716, 1717, 1718, 1719, 
1728, 1729, 1730, 1731, 1732, 1733, 1734, 
1743, 1744, 1745, 1746, 1747, 1748, 1749, 
1758, 1759, 1760, 1761, 1762, 1763, 1764, 
1773, 1774, 1775, 1776, 1777, 1778, 1779, 
1788, 1789, 1790, 1791, 1792, 1793, 1794, 
1803, 1804, 1805, 1806, 1807, 1808, 1809, 
1818, 1819, 1820, 1821, 1822, 1823, 1824, 
1833, 1834, 1835, 1836, 1837, 1838, 1839, 
1848, 1849, 1850, 1851, 1852, 1853, 1854, 
1863, 1864, 1865, 1866, 1867, 1868, 1869, 
1878, 1879, 1880, 1881, 1882, 1883, 1884, 
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1885 , 1886 , 1887 , 1888 , 1889 , 
1900 , 1901 , 1902 , 1903 , 1904 , 
1915 , 1916 , 1917 , 1918 , 1919 , 
1930 , 1931 , 1932 , 1933 , 1934 , 
1945 , 1946 , 1947 , 1948 , 1949 , 
1960 , 1961 , 1962 , 1963 , 1964 , 
1975 , 1976 , 1977 , 1978 , 1979 , 
1990 , 1991 , 1992 , 1993 , 1994 , 
2005 , 2006 , 2007 , 2008 , 2009 , 
2020 , 2021 , 2022 , 2023 , 2024 , 
2035 , 2036 , 2037 , 2038 , 2039 , 
2050 , 2051 , 2052 , 2053 , 2054 , 
2065 , 2066 , 2067 , 2068 , 2069 , 
2080 , 2081 , 2082 , 2083 , 2084 , 
2095 , 2096 , 2097 , 2098 , 2099 , 
2110 , 2111 , 2112 , 2113 , 2114 , 
2125 , 2126 , 2127 , 2128 , 2129 , 
2140 , 2141 , 2142 , 2143 , 2144 , 
2155 , 2156 , 2157 , 2158 , 2159 , 
2170 , 2171 , 2172 , 2173 , 2174 , 
2185 , 2186 , 2187 , 2188 , 2189 , 
2200 , 2201 , 2202 , 2203 , 2204 , 
2215 , 2216 , 2217 , 2218 , 2219 , 
2230 , 2231 , 2232 , 2233 , 2234 , 
2245 , 2246 , 2247 , 2248 , 2249 , 
2260 , 2261 , 2262 , 2263 , 2264 , 
2275 , 2276 , 2277 , 2278 , 2279 , 
2290 , 2291 , 2292 , 2293 , 2294 , 
2305 , 2306 , 2307 , 2308 , 2309 , 
2320 , 2321 , 2322 , 2323 , 2324 , 
2335 , 2336 , 2337 , 2338 , 2339 , 
2350 , 2351 , 2352 , 2353 , 2354 , 
2365 , 2366 , 2367 , 2368 , 2369 , 
2380 , 2381 , 2382 , 2383 , 2384 , 
2395 , 2396 , 2397 , 2398 , 2399 , 


1890 , 1891 , 1892 , 1893 , 1894 , 
1905 , 1906 , 1907 , 1908 , 1909 , 
1920 , 1921 , 1922 , 1923 , 1924 , 
1935 , 1936 , 1937 , 1938 , 1939 , 
1950 , 1951 , 1952 , 1953 , 1954 , 
1965 , 1966 , 1967 , 1968 , 1969 , 
1980 , 1981 , 1982 , 1983 , 1984 , 
1995 , 1996 , 1997 , 1998 , 1999 , 
2010 , 2011 , 2012 , 2013 , 2014 , 
2025 , 2026 , 2027 , 2028 , 2029 , 
2040 , 2041 , 2042 , 2043 , 2044 , 
2055 , 2056 , 2057 , 2058 , 2059 , 
2070 , 2071 , 2072 , 2073 , 2074 , 
2085 , 2086 , 2087 , 2088 , 2089 , 
2100 , 2101 , 2102 , 2103 , 2104 , 
2115 , 2116 , 2117 , 2118 , 2119 , 
2130 , 2131 , 2132 , 2133 , 2134 , 
2145 , 2146 , 2147 , 2148 , 2149 , 
2160 , 2161 , 2162 , 2163 , 2164 , 
2175 , 2176 , 2177 , 2178 , 2179 , 
2190 , 2191 , 2192 , 2193 , 2194 , 
2205 , 2206 , 2207 , 2208 , 2209 , 
2220 , 2221 , 2222 , 2223 , 2224 , 
2235 , 2236 , 2237 , 2238 , 2239 , 
2250 , 2251 , 2252 , 2253 , 2254 , 
2265 , 2266 , 2267 , 2268 , 2269 , 
2280 , 2281 , 2282 , 2283 , 2284 , 
2295 , 2296 , 2297 , 2298 , 2299 , 
2310 , 2311 , 2312 , 2313 , 2314 , 
2325 , 2326 , 2327 , 2328 , 2329 , 
2340 , 2341 , 2342 , 2343 , 2344 , 
2355 , 2356 , 2357 , 2358 , 2359 , 
2370 , 2371 , 2372 , 2373 , 2374 , 
2385 , 2386 , 2387 , 2388 , 2389 , 
! 400 , 2401 , 2402 , 2403 , 2404 , 


1895 , 1896 , 1897 , 1898 , 1899 , 
1910 , 1911 , 1912 , 1913 , 1914 , 
1925 , 1926 , 1927 , 1928 , 1929 , 
1940 , 1941 , 1942 , 1943 , 1944 , 
1955 , 1956 , 1957 , 1958 , 1959 , 
1970 , 1971 , 1972 , 1973 , 1974 , 
1985 , 1986 , 1987 , 1988 , 1989 , 
2000 , 2001 , 2002 , 2003 , 2004 , 
2015 , 2016 , 2017 , 2018 , 2019 , 
2030 , 2031 , 2032 , 2033 , 2034 , 
2045 , 2046 , 2047 , 2048 , 2049 , 
2060 , 2061 , 2062 , 2063 , 2064 , 
2075 , 2076 , 2077 , 2078 , 2079 , 
2090 , 2091 , 2092 , 2093 , 2094 , 
2105 , 2106 , 2107 , 2108 , 2109 , 
2120 , 2121 , 2122 , 2123 , 2124 , 
2135 , 2136 , 2137 , 2138 , 2139 , 
2150 , 2151 , 2152 , 2153 , 2154 , 
2165 , 2166 , 2167 , 2168 , 2169 , 
2180 , 2181 , 2182 , 2183 , 2184 , 
2195 , 2196 , 2197 , 2198 , 2199 , 
2210 , 2211 , 2212 , 2213 , 2214 , 
2225 , 2226 , 2227 , 2228 , 2229 , 
2240 , 2241 , 2242 , 2243 , 2244 , 
2255 , 2256 , 2257 , 2258 , 2259 , 
2270 , 2271 , 2272 , 2273 , 2274 , 
2285 , 2286 , 2287 , 2288 , 2289 , 
2300 , 2301 , 2302 , 2303 , 2304 , 
2315 , 2316 , 2317 , 2318 , 2319 , 
2330 , 2331 , 2332 , 2333 , 2334 , 
2345 , 2346 , 2347 , 2348 , 2349 , 
2360 , 2361 , 2362 , 2363 , 2364 , 
2375 , 2376 , 2377 , 2378 , 2379 , 
2390 , 2391 , 2392 , 2393 , 2394 , 
2405 , 2406 , 2407 , 2408 , 2409 , 
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2410, 2411, 2412, 2413, 2414, 2415, 2416, 2417, 2418, 2419, 2420, 2421, 2422, 2423, 2424, 
2425, 2426, 2427, 2428, 2429, 2430, 2431, 2432, 2433, 2434, 2435, 2436, 2437, 2438, 2439, 
2440, 2441, 2442, 2443, 2444, 2445, 2446, 2447, 2448, 2449, 2450, 2451, 2452, 2453, 2454, 
2455, 2456, 2457, 2458, 2459, 2460, 2461, 2462, 2463, 2464, 2465, 2466, 2467, 2468, 2469, 
2470, 2471, 2472, 2473, 2474, 2475, 2476, 2477, 2478, 2479, 2480, 2481, 2482, 2483, 2484, 
2485, 2486, 2487, 2488, 2489, 2490, 2491, 2492, 2493, 2494, 2495, 2496, 2497, 2498, 
2499,2500, 2501, 2502, 2503, 2504, 2505, 2506, 2507, 2508, 2509, 2510, 2511, 2512, 2513, 
2514, 2515, 2516, 2517, 2518, 2519, 2520, 2521, 2522, 2523, 2524, 2525, 2526, 2527, 2528, 
2529, 2530, 2531, 2532, 2533, 2534, 2535, 2536, 2537, 2538, 2539, 2540, 2541, 2542, 2543, 
2544, 2545, 2546, 2547, 2548, 2549, 2550, 2551, 2552, 2553, 2554, 2555, 2556, 2557, ,2558, 
2559, 2560, 2561, 2562, 2563, 2564, 2565, 2566, 2567, 2568, 2569, 2570, 2571, 2572, 
2573,2574, 2575, 2576, 2577, 2578, 2579,2580, 2581, 2583, 2007/2584, 2029/2585, 2028/2586, 
1912/2587, 160/2588, 291/2589(P), 1788/2590, 2057/2591, 1/2592, 12/2593, 22/2594, 
1550/2595,448/2596,449/2597,477/2598,125/2599,996/2600,762/2601,1235/2602,564/2603, 
1450/2604, 1499/2605, 2165/2606, 2165/2607, 42/2608, 1522/2609, 2123/2610, 2498/2611, 
2090/2612, 1521/2613, 1521/2614, 1521/2615, 1278/2616, 119/2617, 1456/2618, 69/2619, 
1519/2620, 2417/2621, 2073/2622, 2083/2623, 479/2624, 2122/2625, 1968/2626, 2144/2627, 
1570/2628, 1913/2629, 2089/2630, 1725/2631, 1074/2632, 2220/2633, 1778/2634, 583/2635, 
36/2636, 36/2637, 1467/2638, 1765/2639, 1765/2640, 1765/2641, 1765/2642, 1765/2643, 
1731/2644, 2007/2645, 2008/2646, 2013/2647, 2013/2648, 2577/2649, 2574/2650, 2574/2651, 
2574/2652, 2553/2653, 158/2654, 158/2655, 158/2656, 158/2657, 158/2658, 392/2659, 

1828/2660, 2113/2661, 2270/2662, 2272/2663, 2271/2664, 280/2665, 1191/2666, 162/2667, 

2369/2668, 2370/2669, 2368/2670, 576/2671, 787/2672, 1789/2673, 503/2674, 1314/2675, 

1315/2676, 2464/2677, 2287/2678, 384/2679, 384/2680, 148/2681, 1727/2682, 1557/2683, 

2572/2684, 2531/2685, 62/2686, 62/2687, 2156/2688, 2319/2689, 2246/2690, 2471/2691, 
191/2692, 2553/2693, 1028/2694, 2180/2695, 2358/2696, 1833/2697, 2025/2698, 1016/2699, 
1010/2700, 1008/2701, 520/2702, 1012/2703, 1016/2704, 1815/2705, 1816/2706, 1787/2707, 
425/2708, 2154/2709, 889/2710, 46/2711, 2553/2712, 2163/2713, 2193/2714, 2193/2715, 
2412/2716,171/2717,1365/2718,270/2719, 452/2720,380/2721 3?^ 32/2722. 


7. grra- Ojjjf) ^ 37^ rgne 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27, 
28,29,30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,42, 43, 44, 45,46, 47,48,49,50,51, 
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52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61,62,63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86,87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97,98, 99, 


100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108,109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114,115, 116,117, 
118, 119, 120 83/121. 

8. 41 icH (oTHJT) ^ Slfufcl TcTTS 


650, 651, 652, 656, 950, 951,952, 953, 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963, 
964, 965, 966, 967, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 
986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 1404, 978/5782, 979/5783, 1404/5785, 
984/5803, 9'56/6013, 956/6014 sfTz 956/6015. 

9, <JJTcFf (bTT^t) ^ 3T^ ^0 

345, 346, 3417, 348, 349, 350, 351, 352, 353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 
364, 365, 36 6, 367, 368, 369, 370, 371, 372, 373, 434, 450/989 3 ^^ 434/1085. 


1 0. vjidief (wTcTT) 

5.0 0 U«T>& 


11. f irfTT vj1c)|^ (othh) 

3 5 6.1 0 
: - 

- UT: - FT : - ^^'^1 ai Ic^dl li^^I | 3?^? 

^g^TOTeT ^ ^ yT?0T ^ 

^ «gGTIcf[ W 3VT^ gTT^ 

^ 3 8 3 ^ ^rftdFIT ^ OTer UUHT ^^g^TOTcT ^ ^ 

434 ^ cIcttJ)' 15 ^ ^rfrarr ^ firg tt? 

w |r x3iY on^pn^HTr uftxriery^frr^ 

^STrf^TcT cT^r s^l^oicF^JcTi ^ ^341 % I 

TI: - - VJ : - ^ P R 9-1 RTRf^Tcf 

Eirar ^ T^cff ^fhJU ^ firg cTTR Vjllcfl ^ 3R4^ 

I^RTT -fr^f^T^ efIcJHI ^ cRRS gScft 

f^RTT ^'iRf^TcT cT^ g^ filg CR: f^TcTcfT % T3Tt 

^?rRf$TcT oldlel X?^ I^RTT 41X34 ^ ^OTT 

tl 
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^^1 ^ PT?3T ^ ^^cTTS ^ 

285 45 46 47 ^ ^ 272 39 38 ^ ^ 

^ 5 1 2 7 1 5 3 7 5 7 7 78 3 11^^ f 

3^ gH^ xIcTO: ^ 306 ^ Jfft^ ^ ^ ^^TRT 

gllcnrisig? ^ 329 ^ ^ 75 ^ % 

3^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 2 194 2 1 96 1 870 ^ 

3tcJ>? 9^ XTgrJcft % 1 

_ : — ‘ ^ 3cxT? 951 sft^ 

^ 18 7 0 2173 2181 ^ ^^vjRcft % sTIT f^fSZ TTf^^raFT 95t 3il^ 

"gs Lel TC ^ 18 7 0 ^ ?t957 MrUci ^ 1874 95t 

^ cicTT cJ5Z '-cnl^ ^ 1877 1876 1848 1849 ^ 

O^oiti cft % ^ 1837 XJ9 1836 ^ ^WaRT xiilw 

^ ^??T2T ^cft f5p5^ '-Cl1^ ^ 1831 1739 1740 1747 

1746 1748 1727 1726 1692^ 1690 1^89 1686 ^ 

jj^vjitLcft 5 # Ticrre: ^ i 7 8 5 95t xrr? ^ ^ 

XcTO: ^ 17 6 0 95t ^ ^ ^3TT^ 95cf5^ 

"CT 740 739 738 735 ^ «^ol^cft % sflT? .^^[s^lgUciT 95t 91^ 

cj^ fsig f^TcTcft % vixiicp crrar wtcRt cni^^TlcScf c^ 

rcRTie 807 808 809 800 ^ ^oFTJcft 5^ ^ 

^ ^xnaFT c6i3Tiflc£)9 sTTt: ^ % i 

c^ ^ 204 205 206 20 9 210 213 193 192 

187 184 171 150 132 137 138 140 141 87 

338 85 84 ^ J^vjliicfi' vjile ^^cRTS ^ 3 12 

TTTZ cf^ % 3ft^ rag W UiaiS % .^OT?T 

jj^ vjidig^ ^ 95 t ^hi^i % I 


- rag ^ ^TSTT vjieig^ ^JRrarcT clcT ^ 

5# ^ ^ 9g ^ ^ ^ c6cb^^ 

3^1^ vjrerg? ^ ^ rauTcRra* % i 


- rag ^ ^ ^ 

97 2 ^ -crf^W^ 3?t7 3cxrl^ x>flcm ^ ^oRcft g^ ^ 

973 974 967 963 650 958 652 656 952 951 

950 993 99 5 ^ ^vjTJcft % 919 rJioi&T oftZ '<lic 

^ 14 0 4 ^ 3cfrft raSciTZT ^ % 3?1^ 1^67 

uftZ cfSt TTTT cl^ rj4c)|^T olt^ ^ ^rapoft ra^olf^ ^ ^9 ^xL fSg 

■cT? Dieicft % ^ ras yT?rar95 rag % i 

[■qJT. 4. 3lK-43015/6/2003-i1 3PJR 
T33I. 
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Ministry of Coal 
New Delhi, the 11 th January, 2007 

S. 0.155.— Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal, 
S.O. 2671 dated 15.10.2004, issued under sub-section (i) of section 7 of Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinalter rclcrred to as the said Act) and 
publi.shed in the Gazette of India, in part-II, section-3, sub-section (ii) dated the 23rd October , 
2004, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to acquire lands and rights in the locality 
specified in the Schedule appended to that notification. 

And whereas the competent authority, in pursuance of section 8 of the said Act, has made his 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the report aforesaid, and after re¬ 
consulting ti^ Government of Orissa is satisfied that the land measuring 2527.46 acres 
(approximately) or 1022.85 hectares (approximately) described in the Schedule appended hereto, 
should be acquired. 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub- section (i) of section 9 of the Coal 
Bearing Areas (Acquisition & Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), the Central Government 
hereby declares that the land measuring 2527.46 acres ( approximately) or 1022.85 hectares 
(approximately) described in the said schedule are hereby acquired in all rights. 

The plan bearing number MCL/SAMB/CGM (Coiporate Planning and Project)/ 
Gopalprasad 706/ 02 dated 03.04.2006 of the area covered by this notification may be inspected in 
the office of the Collector, Angul. (Orissa) or in the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House 
Street, Kolkata, or in the office of the Mahanadi Coalfields Limited (Corporate Planning and 
Project Deptt.), Jagriti Vihar, P.O- Jagriti Vihar, Burla, Dist. Sambalpur - 768020 (Orissa). 

Schedule 

Gopalprasad ^est)Block, 

Talcher Coalfields (Hingula Area), 

District: Angul (Orissa) 

All Rights 


Sl.No 

Name of the village 

Name of the Police 

Station with number. 

Tchsil 

District 

Area in aers 

Remarks. 

01. 

Balichandrapur 

Jarapada 

67 

Chhendipada 

Angul 

225.99 

Part 

im 

Pirakhaman 

Jarapada 

66 

Chhendipada 

Angul 

246.15 

mm 


Chhotaberini 

Jarapada 

64 

Chhendipada 

Angul 

173.78 

mm 

m 

Kankarei 

Jarapada 

65 

Chliendipada 

Angul 




Kaunshidhipa 

Jarapada 

63 

Chhendipada 


8.93 


06. 

Bhalugadia 

Colliery 

01 

Talcher 


653.29 

Part 

_/ 

07. 

Baghuabola 

Colliery 

02 

Talcher 

Angul 

40.73 

Full 

—t- 
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08. 

Kumunda I 

Kaniha 119 

09. 

Kusumapal 

Colliery 03 

10. 

Jaipur Protected 1 

i 

forest j 

Chhendipada 

11. 

Nisa Protected forest 

_1 

Jarapada 


Talcher 



Angul 

63.5 

Angul 

20.32 

Angul 

5.0 

Angul 

356.10 


Total area 2527.46 acres or 
(approx): 1022.85 hectares 


Plot numbers acquired in different villages: 


1. Plots numbers acquired in village Balichandrapur (Part). 

1,2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,21,22, 23,24,25, 26,27, 28,29, 30, 
31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45(P), 46(P), 47(P), 51(P), 52, 53(P), 75(P), 76, 
77(P), 78(P), 76/269, 36/271(P), 39/272(P), 46/273, 46/274, 35/284, 26/288, 36/291, 33/292, 15/297, 
177/306, 177/311(P), 177/329(P). 

2. Plots numbers acquired in village Pirakhaman (Fulll 
1,2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,21,22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 

31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 

58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 

85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 

109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 
129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 104/134, 103/135, 110/136, 130/137, 9/138, 2/139, 132/140, 132/141, 
127/192, 127/193, 127/194, 127/195, 127/196, 127/197, 127/198, 127/199, 127/200, 127/201, 
127/202, 127/203, 127/212, 127/216. 

03. Plots numbers acquired in village Chhotaberini (Part) 

84(P), 85(P), 87(P), 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 

107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 

127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132(P), 137(P), 138(P), 140(P), 141(P), 150(P), 171(P), 172, 173, 174, 175, 

176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184(P), 187(P), 188, 189, 190, 191, 192(P), 193(P), 204(P), 

205(P), 206(P), 207, 208, 209(P), 210(P),213(P), 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 
224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 

244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 

264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 

284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 

304, 305, 306, 271/311, 84/312, 88/323, 204/325. 229/334, 229/335, 297/336, 296/337, 85/338(P), 
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270/339, 92/341. 243/345, 243/346, 234/347,272/348, 285/349, 278/350, 278/351, 109/352, 91/353, 
249/355, 249/356, 100/357, 221/359, 97/363, 251/365, 234/366. 296/367, 222/368, 223/369,268/370. 


4. Plots numbers acquired in village Kankarei (Part) 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13. 14. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20. 21. 22, 23. 24. 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 
31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39. 40. 41.42. 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 


58, 59, 60, 61, 62. 63. 64, 65, 66, 67, 68. 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 
85, 86, 87, 88. 89, 90, 91,92, 93, 94. 95. 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101. 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 
109, 110, 111. 112. 113, 114, 115, 116. 117, 118, 119, 120, 121. 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 

129, 130, 131. 132. 133, 134, 135. 136. 137, 138, 139. 140, 141, 142. 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 

149, 150. 151. 152. 153. 154, 155, 156. 157, 158. 159, 160, 161. 162. 163. 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 

169, 170, 171. 172. 173. 174. 175. 176. 177. 178, 179. 180. 181. 182, 183.184, 185, 186, 187, 188. 

189, 190, 191. 192. 193, 194. 195, 196. 197, 198, 199, 200. 201, 202. 203, 204. 205, 206, 207, 208. 

209. 210, 211. 212. 213. 214, 215, 216. 217, 218. 219, 220. 221, 222. 223. 224, 225. 226, 227, 228, 

229, 230. 231. 232, 233, 234, 235. 236. 237. 238, 239, 240. 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 

249. 250. 251, 252. 253, 254, 255. 256. 257, 258, 259, 260, 261. 262. 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 

269, 270, 271. 272, 273, 274. 275. 276. 277, 278, 279, 280. 281. 282. 283. 284. 285, 286, 287, 288, 

289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294. 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302. 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308. 

309, 310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 315. 316. 317, 318, 319, 320, 321. 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 


329, 330, 331, 332. 333, 334. 335, 336. 337, 338, 339, 340, 341, 342. 343, 344, 345, 346, 347, 348, 

349, 350. 351, 352, 353. 354. 355, 356. 357, 358, 359, 360, 361. 362. 363. 364, 365, 366, 367, 368, 

369, 370, 371, 372. 373, 374, 375, 376. 377. 378. 379, 380, 381, 382, 383. 384, 385, 386, 387, 388, 

389. 390. 391, 392. 393. 394, 395. 396. 397, 398. 399, 400, 401. 402. 403. 404. 405, 406, 407, 408, 


409, 410, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416. 417, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422, 
429, 430. 431. 432, 433. 434, 435. 436. 437, 438, 439, 440. 441. 442, 


423. 424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 
443 . 444, 445, 446, 447, 448, 


449 . 450. 451. 452. 453. 454. 455, 456. 457, 458, 459, 460, 461. 462. 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468. 

469. 470, 471, 472, 473. 474. 475. 476. 477, 478, 479, 480. 481. 482. 483, 484, 485, 486, 487, 488, 

489, 490. 491. 492, 493, 494, 495. 496, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501. 502, 503. 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 

509, 510, 511. 512, 513, 514. 515. 516. 517, 518, 519, 520. 521. 522. 523, 524, 525, 526, 527, 528, 

529, 530. 531. 532, 533, 534. 535. 536, 537. 538, 539, 540, 541. 542, 543, 544, 545, 546, 547, 548, 

549, 550, 551. 552. 553. 554. 555, 55o. 557, 558, 559, 560, 561, 562. 563. 564, 565, 566, 567, 568, 

569. 570. 571. 572, 573. 574. 575, 576. 577. 578, 579, 580, 581, 582, 583. 584, 585. 586, 587. 588. 

589. 590, 591. 592, 593. 594, 595. 596. 597, 598, 599, 600, 601. 602, 603,604', 605, 606, 607. 608, 

609, 610, 611. 612. 613 614, 615, 616, 617, 618, 619, 620, 621. 622, 623. 624, 625, 626, 627, 628, 
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629, 630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 638, 639, 640, 641, 642, 643, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648, 
649, 650, 651, 652, 653, 654, 655, 656, 657, 658, 659, 660, 661, 662, 663, 664, ^65, 666, 667, 668. 
669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 676, 677, 678, 679, 680, 681, 682, 683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 688 
689, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 695, 696, 697, 698, 699, 700, 701, 702, 703, 704, 705, 706, 707, 708, 
709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 714, 715, 716, 717, 718, 719, 720, 721, 722, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728(P), 
735(P), 738(P). 739(P), 740(P), 741, 742, 743, 744, 745,746, 747(P), 748(P), 749, 750,751, 752, 753, 
754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 759, 760, 761, 762, 763, 764, 765, 766, 767, 768, 769, 770, 771, 772, 773, 
774, 775, 776, 777, 778, 779, 780, 781, 782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788, 789, 790, 791, 792, 793, 
794, 795, 796, 797, 798,799, 800, 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808, 809, 810, 811, 812, 813, 
814, 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 823, 824, 825, 826, 827,828, 829, 830, 831, 832, 833, 
834, 835, 836, 837, 838, 839, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 847, 848, 849, 850, 851, 852, 853, 
854, 855, 856, 857, 858, 859, 860, 861, 862, 863, 864, 865, 866, 867, 868, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 
874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 884, 885, 886, 887, 888, 889, 890, 891, 892, 893, 
894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 902, 903, 904, 905, 906, 907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913. 
914, 915; 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 922, 923, 924, 925, 926, 927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933. 
934,935,936,937,938, 939,940,941,942 943,944,945,946,947,948,949, 950,951,952,953,954 
955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 967, 968, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974. 
975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 
995, 996, 997, 998, 999, 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 1005, 1006, 1007, 1008, 1009, 1010, 1011 
1012, 1013,'1014, 1015, 1016, 1017, 1018, 1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 1027, 
1028, 1029, 1030, 1031, 1032, 1033, 1034, 1035, 1036, 1037, 1038, 1039, 1040, 1041, 1042,'1043, 
1044, 1045, 1046, 1047, 1048, 1049, 1050, 1051, 1052, 1053, 1054, |055, 1056, 1057, 1058, 1059, 

1060, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1064, 1065, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 1070, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 1075, 

1076, 1077, 1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082, 1083, 1084, 1085, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 1090, 1091, 

1092, 1093, 1094, 1095, 1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 1100, 1101, 1102, 1103, 1104, llOS, 1106, 1107, 

1108 , 1109, 1110, nil, 1112, 1113, 1114, 1115, 1116, 1117, 1118 , 1119, 1120, 1121, 1122, 112,1 

1124, 1125, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135, 1136, 1137, 1138^1139, 

1140, 1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 1145, 1146, 1147, 1148, 1149, 1150, 1151, 1152, 1153, 1154; 1156 

1156, 1157, 1158, 1159, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1163, 1164, 1165, 1166, 1167, 1168, 1169, 1170, 1171, 

1172, 1173, 1174, 1175, 1176, 1177, 1178, 1179, 1180, 1181, 1182, 1183, 1184, 1185, 1186, 1187, 

1188, 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1195, 1196, 1197, 1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1203, 

1204, 1205, 1206, 1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, 1211, 1212, 1213, 1214, 1215, 1216, 1217, 1218, 1219, 

1220, 1221, 1222, 1223, 1224, 1225, 1226, 1227, 1228, 1229, 1230, 1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 

1236, 1237, 1238, 1239, 1240, 1241, 1242, 1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 1247, 1248, 1249, 1250, 1251 
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1252, 1253, 1254, 1255, 1256, 1257, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1261, 1262, 1263, 1264, 1265, 1266, 1267, 

1268, 1269, 1270, 1271, 1272, 1273, 1274, 1275, 1276, 1277, 1278, 1279, 1280, 1281, 1282, 1283, 

1284, 1285, 1286, 1287, 1288, 1289, 1290, 1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 1295, 1296, 1297, 1298, 1299, 

1300, 1301, 1302, 1303, 1304, 1305, 1306, 1307, 1308, 1309, 1310, 1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 

1316,.1317, 1318, 1319, 1320, 1321, 1322, 1323, 1324, 1325, 1326, 1327, 1328, 1329, 1330, 1331, 
1332, 1333, 1334, 1335, 1336, 1337, 1338, 1339, 1340, 1341, 1342, 1343, 1344, 1345, 1346, 1347, 
1348, 1349, 1350, 1351, 1352, 1353, 1354, 1355, 1356, 1357, 1358, 1359, 1360, 1361, 1362, 1363, 

1364, 1365, 1366, 1367, 1368, 1369, 1370, 1371, 1372, 1373, 1374, 1375, 1376, 1377, 1378, 1379, 

1380, 1381, 1382, 1383, 1384, 1385, 1386, 1387, 1388, 1389, 1390, 1391, 1392, 1393, 1394, 1395, 
1396, 1397, 1398, 1399, 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 1405, 1406, 1407, 1408, 1409, 1410, 1411, 
1412, 1413, 1414, 1415, 1416, 1417, 1418, 1419, 1420, 1421, 1422, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1426, 1427, 
1428, 1429, 1430, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 1435, 1436, 1437, 1438, 1439, 1440, 1441, 1442, 1443, 
1444, 1445, 1446, 1447, 1448, 1449, 1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1454, 1455, 1456, 1457, 1458, 1459, 
1460, 1461, 1462, 1463, 1464, 1465, 1466, 1467, 1468, 1469, 1470, 1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1475, 
1476, 1477, 1478, 1479, 1480, 1481, 1482, 1483, 1484, 1485, 1486, 1487, 1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 
1492, 1493, 1494, 1495, 1496, 1497, 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501, 1502, 1503, 1504, 1505, 1506, 1507, 
1508, 1509, 1510, 1511, 1512, 1513, 1514, 1515, 1516, 1517, 1518, 1519, 1520, 1521, 1522, 1523, 
1524, 1525, 1526, 1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1532, 1533, 1534, 1535, 1536, 1537, 1538, 1539, 
1540, 1541, 1542, 1543, 1544, 1545, 1546, 1547, 1548, 1549, 1550, 1551, 1552, 1553, 1554, 1555, 
1556, 1557,-1558, 1559, 1560, 1561, 1562, 1563, 1564, 1565, 1566, 1567, 1568, 1569, 1570, 1571, 
1572, 1573, 1574, 1575, 1576, 1577, 1578, 1579, 1580, 1581, 1582, 1583, 1584, 1585, 1586, 1587, 
1588, 1589, 1590, 1591, 1592, 1593, 1594, 1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 1599, 1600, 1601, 1602,.1603, 
1604, 1605, 1606, 1607, 1608, 1609, 1610, 1611, 1612, 1613, 1614, 1615, 1616, 1617, 1618, 1619, 
1620, 1621, 1622, 1623, 1624, 1625, 1626, 1627, 1628, 1629, 1630, 1631, 1632, 1633, 1634,1635, 
1636, 1637, *1638, 1639, 1640, 1641, 1642, 1643, 1644, 1645, 1646, 1647, 1648, 1649, 1650, 1651, 
1652, 1653, 1654, 1655, 1656, 1657, 1658, 1659, 1660, 1661, 1662, 1663, 1664, 1665, 1666, 1667, 
1668, 1669, 1670, 1671, 1672. 1673, 1674, 1675, 1676, 1677, 1678. 1679, 1680, 1681, 1682, 1683. 

1684, 1685, 1686(P), 1689(P), 1690(P), I691(P), 1692(P), 1726(P), 1727(P), 1728, 1729, 1730, 1731, 
1732, 1733, 1734, 1735, 1736, 1737, 1738, 1739(P), 1740(P), 1743, 1744. 1745, 1746(P), 1747(P), 

1748(P), 1760(P), 1829, 1830, 1831(P), 1837(P), 1848(P), 1849(P), 1850, 1851, 1852, 1853, 1854, 
1855, 1856, 1857, 1858, 1859, 1860, 1861, 1862, 1863, 1864, 1865, 1866, 1867, 1868, 1869, 1870(P), 
1871, 1872, 1873, 1874,1875, 1876(P), 1877(P), 26/1942, 83/1943, 595/1944, 607/1945, 607/1946, 
850/1947, 1031/1948, 1024/1949, 757/1950, 1524/1951, 598/1952. 946/1953, 334/1954, 83/1955, 
1417/1957, 465/1958,1521/1959, 295/1963, 1674/1964, 1674/1965, 1673/1966, 1676/1971, 
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89/1972, 495/1973, 774/1974, 60/1976, 60/1977, 62/1978, 624/1979, 783/1980, 685/1981, 63/1982, 
94/1983, 1866/1990, 38/1993, 61/1994, 1384/1996, 1680/2001, 221/2003, 1246/2004, 83/2005, 
60/2006, 1417/2007, 780/2008, 498/2009, 241/2010, 1392/2011, 246/2012, 282/2013, 1105/2016, 
778/2017, 1865/2018, 330/2019, 334/2020, 543/2022, 552/2023, 500/2024, 199/2025, 557/2026, 
1870/2173(P), 1870/2176, 1870/2177, 1870/2178, 1870/2179, 1870/2180, 1870/2181(P), 1870/2182, 
1870/2183,1870/2184, 1870/2194(P), 1870/2195,1870/2196(P). 


5. Plots numbers acquired in village Kaunsidhipa (Part) 
800(P), 801,802, 803,804, 805,806(P), 807(P), 808(P), 809(P). 


6. Plots numbers acquired in villag e Bhalueadia tPartl 

1,2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,22, 23,24,25, 26,27, 28,29, 30, 

31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40,41,42, 43,44, 45, 46. 47,48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54. 55, 56, 57. 

58, 59, 60. 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 

85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95,96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 

109, no. 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 

129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 

149, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 

169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183,184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 

189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 

209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 

229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 

249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 

269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 

289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 

309, 310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 

329, 330, 331, 332, 333, 334, 335, 336, 337, 338, 339, 340, 341, 342, 343, 344, 345, 346, 347, 348, 

349, 350, 351, 352, 353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 36,1, 362, 363, 364, 365, 366, 367, 368, 

369, 370, 371, 372, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377, 378, 379, 380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387, 388, 

389, 390, 391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 396, 397, 398, 399, 400, 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 
409, 410, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422, 423, 424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 

429, 430, 431, 432, 433, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 442, 443, 444, 445, 446, 447, 448, 

449, 450, 451, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459, 460, 461, 462, 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 

469, 470, 471, 472, 473, 474, 475, 476, 477, 478, 479, 480, 481, 482, 483, 484, 485, 486, 487, 488, 

489, 490, 491, 492, 493, 494, 495, 496, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 
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509, 510, 511, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 518, 519, 520, 521, 522. 523, 524, 525, 526, 527, 528, 

529, 530, 531, 532, 533, 534, 535, 536, 537, 538, 539, 540, 541, 542, 543, 544, 545, 546, 547, 548. 

549,550,551, 552, 553, 554, 555, 556, 557, 558, 559, 560, 561, 562. 563. 564, 565, 566, 

567,568, 569, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574. 575, 576, 577, 578, 579, 580, 581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586, 

587, 588, 589, 590, 591, 592, 593, 594, 595, 596, 597, 598, 599, 600, 601, 602. 603, 604, 605, 606, 

607, 608, 609, 610, 611, 612, 613. 614. 615, 616, 617, 618, 619. 620. 621. 622. 623. 624. 625. 626 
627, 628, 629, 630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 638, 639, 640, 641, 642, 643, 644, 645, 646. 
647, 648, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653, 654, 655, 656, 657, 658, 659, 660. 661, 662, 663, 664, 665, 666, 
667, 668, 669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 676, 677, 678, 679, 680, 681, 682, 683, 684, 685, 686, 
687, 688, 689, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 695, 696, 697, 698, 699, 700, 701, 702, 703, 704, 705, 706, 
707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 714, 715, 716, 717, 718, 719, 720, 721, 722, 723, 724, 725, 726, 
727, 728, 729, 730, 731, 732, 733, 734, 735, 736, 737, 738, 739, 740, 741, 742, 743, 744, 745, 746, 
747, 748, 749, 750, 751, 752, 753, 754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 759, 760. 761, 762, 763, 764, 765, 766, 
767, 768, 769, 770, 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776, 777, 778, 779, 780, 781. 782, 783, 784, 785, 786. 
787, 788, 789, 790, 791, 792, 793, 794, 795, 796, 797, 798,799, 800, 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806. 
807, 808, 809, 810, 811, 812, 813, 814, 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 823. 824, 825, 826. 
827,828, 829, 830, 831, 832, 833, 834, 835, 836, 837, 838, 839, 840, 841. 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 
847, 848, 849, 850, 851, 852, 853, 854, 855, 856, 857, 858, 859, 860, 861, 862, 863, 864, 865, 866. 
867, 868, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 884, 885, 886. 
887, 888, 889, 890, 891, 892, 893, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 902, 903, 904, 905, 906, 
907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 922, 923, 924, 925, 926, 
927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933, 934, 935, 936, 937, 938, 939, 940, 941,942 943,944, 945, 946, 947, 
948, 949, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 967, 
968, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 
988, 989, 990, 991,992, 993, 994,995, 996, 997, 998, 999, 1000, 1001,1002,1003, 1004, 1005, 1006. 
1007, 1008, 1009, 1010, 1011, 1012, 1013.1014, 1015, 1016, 1017, 1018, 1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 
1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 1027, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1031, 1032, 1033. 1034, 1035, 1036, 1037, 1038, 

1039, 1040, 1041, 1042, 1043, 1044, 1045, 1046, 1047, 1048, 1049, 1050, 1051, 1052, 1053, 1054, 

1055, 1056, 1057, 1058, 1059, 1060, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1064, 1065, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 1070, 

1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 1075, 1076, 1077, 1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082, 1083, 1084, 1085, 1086, 

1087, 1088, 1089, 1090, 1091, 1092, 1093, 1094, 1095, 1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 1100, 1101, 1102, 

1103, 1104, 1105, 1106, 1107, 1108, 1109, lIlO, llll, iii2, 1113, 1114, i m, iilo, in/, 1118, 

1119, 1120, 1121, 1122, 1123, 1124, 1125, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 1130. 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 

1135, 1136, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 1145, 1146, 1147, 1148, 1149, 1150, 
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1151, 1152, 1153, 1154, 1155, 1156, 1157, 1158, 

1167, 1168, 1169, 1170, 1171, 1172, 1173, 1174, 

1183, 1184, 1185, 1186, 1187, 1188, 1189, 1190, 

1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1203, 1204, 1205, 1206, 

1215, 1216, 1217, 1218, 1219, 1220, 1221, 1222, 

1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1237, 1238, 

1247, 1248, 1249, 1250, 1251, 1252, 1253, 1254, 

1263,. 1264, 1265,1266, 1267, 1268, 1269, 1270, 
1279, 1280, 1281, 1282, 1283, 1284, 1285, 1286, 

1295, 1296, 1297, 1298, 1299, 1300, 1301, 1302, 

1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 1316, 1317, 1318, 

1327, 1328, 1329, 1330, 1331, 1332, 1333, 1334, 

1343. 1344, 1345. 1346, 1347, 1348, 1349, 1350, 

1359, 1360, 1361, 1362, 1363, 1364, 1365, 1366, 

1575. 1376, 1377, 1378, 1379, 1380. 1381, 1382, 

1391, 1392, 1393;'1394, 1395, 1396, 1397, 1398, 

1407, 1408, 1409, 1410. 1411, 1412. 1413. 1414. 

1423, 1424, 1425, 1426, 1427. 1428, 1429, 1430; 

1439, 1440, 1441, 1442, 1443, 1444, 1445. 1446, 

1455. 1456, 1457, 1458, 1459, 1460, 1461, 1462, 

1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1475, 1476, 1477. 1478, 

1487, 1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492. 1493, 1494, 

1503. 1504, 1505, 1506. 1507, 1508. 1509, 1510, 

1519, 1520, 1521, 1522, 1523, 1524, 1525, 1526, 

1535, 1536, 1537, 1538, 1539, 1540, 1541, 1542, 

1551, 1552, 1553, 1554, 1555, 1556, 1557, 1558, 

1567, 1568, 1569, 1570, 1571, 1572, 1573, 1574, 

1583, 1584, 1585, 1586, 1587, 1588, 1589, 1590, 

1599, 1600, 1601, 1602, 1603, 1604, 1605, 1606, 

1615, 1616, 1617, 1618, 1619, 1620, 1621, 1622, 

1631, 1632, 1633, 1634, 1635, 1636, 1637, 1638, 

1647, 1648, 1649, 1650, 1651, 1652, 1653, 1654, 

1663, 1664, 1665, 1666, 1667, 1668, 1669, 1670, 


1159, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1163, 1164, 1165, 1166, 
1175, 1176, 1177, 1178, 1179, 1180,.li81, 1182, 
1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1195, 1196, 1197, 1198, 

1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, 1211, 1212, 1213, 1214, 

1223, 1224, 1225, 1226, 1227, 1228, 1229, 1230, 

1239, 1240, 1241, 1242, 1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 

1255, 1256, 1257, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1261, 1262, 

1271, 1272, 1273, 1274, 1275, 1276, 1277, 1278, 

1287, 1288, 1289, 1290, 1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 

1303, 1304, 1305, 1306, 1307, 1308, 1309, 1310, 

1319, 1320, 1321, 1322, 1323, 1324, 1325, 1326, 

1335, 1336, 1337, 1338, 1339, 1340, 1341, 1342, 

1351, 1352, 1353, 1354, 1355, 1356, 1357, 1358, 

1367, 1368, 1369, 1370, 1371, 1372, 1373, 1374, 

1383, 1384, 1385, 1386, 1387, 1388, 1389, 1390, 

1399, 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 1405, 1406, 
1415, 1416. 1417, 1418, 1419, 1420, 1421, 1422, 

1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 1435, 1436, 1437, 1438, 

1447, 1448, 1449, 1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1454, 

1463, 1464, 1465, 1466, 1467, 1468, 1469, 1470, 

1479, 1480, 1481, 1482, 1483, 1484, 1485, 1486, 

1495, 1496, 1497, 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501, 1502, 

1511, 1512, 1513, 1514, 1515, 1516, 1517, 1518, 

1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1532, 1533, 1534, 

1543, 1544, 1545, 1546, 1547, 1548, 1549, 1550, 

1559, 1560, 1561, 1562, 1563, 1564, 1565, 1566, 

i575, 1576, 1577, 1578, 1579, 1580, 158^1, 1582, 

1591, 1592, 1593, 1594, 1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 

1607, 1608, 1609, 1610, 1611, 1612, 1613, 1614, 

1623, 1624, 1625, 1626, 1627, 1628, 1629, 1630, 

1639, 1640, 1641, 1642, 1643, 1644, 1645, 1646, 

1655, 1656, 1657, 1658, 1659, 1660, 1661, 1662, 

1671, 1672, 1673, 1674, 1675, 1676, 1677, 1678, 
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1679, 1680, 1681, 1682, 1683, 1684, 1685, 1686, 1687, 1688, 1689. 1690. 1691, 1692, 1693, 1694, 

1695, 1696, 1697, 1698, 1699, 1700, 1701, 1702, 1703, 1704, 1705, 1706, 1707, 1708, 1709, 1710, 

1711, 1712, 1713, 1714, 1715, 1716. 1717, 1718,' 1719, 1720, 1721, 1722, 1723, 1724, 1725, 1726, 

1727, 1728, 1729, 1730, 1731, 1732. 1733, 1734, 1735, 1736, 1737. 1738, 1739, 1740, 1741, 1742, 
1743, 1744, 1745, 1746, 1747, 1748. 1749, 1750, 1751, 1752, 1753. 1754. 1755, 1756, 1757, 1758. 
1759, 1760, 1761, 1762, 1763, 1764. 1765. 1766, 1767, 1768. 1769. 1770. 1771. 1772, 1773, 1774, 
1775. 1776, 1777. 1778, 1779, 1780. 1781. 1782, 1783, 1784. 1785. 1786. 1787. 1788. 1789. 1790. 
1791, 1792, 179,3, 1794, 1795, 1796. 1797. 1798, 1799. 1800. 1801. 1802. 1803. 1804, 1805. 1806, 
1807, 1808, 1809, 1810. 1811. 1812. 1813, 1814, 1815. 1816. 1817, 1818, 1819. 1820, 1821, 1822. 
1823, 1824, 1825. 1826, 1827. 1828. 1829, 1830, 1831, 1832. 1833, 1834, 1835. 1836. 1837, 1838. 
1839. 1840, 1841. 1842, 1843, 1844. 1845. 1846, 1847, 1848. 1849. 1850. 1851, 1852, 1853, 1854. 
1855, 1856. 1857, 1858. 1859, 1860. 1861. 1862, 1863, 1864. 1865. 1866, 1867, 1868, 1869, 1870. 
1871, 1872, 1873, 1874, 1875. 1876, 1877, 1878, 1879, 1880, 1881. 1882, 1883, 1884, 1885, 1886. 
1887, 1888, 1889, 1890, 1891. 1892. 1893, 1894, 1895, 1896, 1897. 1898. 1899, 1900, 1901, 1902, 
1903, 1904, 1905, 1906. 1907. 1908. 1909, 1910, 1911, 1912. 1913. 1914. 1915. 1916, 1917, 1918, 
1919, 1920, 1921, 1922, 1923, 1924. 1925, 1926, 1927, 1928. 1929. 1930. 1931, 1932, 1933. 1934. 
1935, 1936. 1937. 1938, 1939, 1940. 1941, 1942, 1943. 1944. 1945. 1946. 1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 
1951. 1952. 1953, 1954, 1955, 1956. 1957. 1958, 1959, 1960, 1961. 1962. 1963, 1964, 1965, 1966. 
1967. 1968. 1969. 1970, 1971. 1972. 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976. 1977. 1978. 1979. 1980, 1981, 1982. 
1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988. 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993. 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999. 2000, 2001, 2002. 2003. 2004. 2005. 2006, 2007, 2008. 2009. 20.10. 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014. 
2015, 2016. 2017, 2018. 2019. 2020. 2021. 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025. 2026. 2027, 2028, 2029, 2030. 
2031, 2032, 2033, 2034, 2035. 2036, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2040. 2041. 2042. 2043, 2044, 2045, 2046. 
2047, 2048. 2049, 2050, 2051, 2052. 2053. 2054, 2055, 2056. 2057. 2058. 2059, 2060, 2061, 2062. 
2063. 2064, 2065. 2066, 2067, 2068. 2069, 2070, 2071. 2072. 2073, 2074. 2075. 2076, 2077, 2078, 
2079, 2080, 2081. 2082, 2083, 2084, 2085. 2086, 2087, 2088. 2089. 2090. 2091, 2092, 2093, 2094, 
2095. 2096, 2097, 2098. 2099. 2100. 2101, 2102, 2103, 2104. 2105. 2106. 2107. 2108. 2109, 2110, 
2111, 2112. 2113. 2114. 2115, 2116, 2117, 2118,2119, 2120. 2121. 2122. 2123. 2124. 2125, 2126. 
2127, 2128, 2129. 2130. 2131, 2132, 2133, 2134, 2135, 2136. 2137. 2138. 2139. 2140. 2141. 2142. 
2143, 2144. 2145. 2146, 2147. 2148, 2149, 2150, 2151, 2152. 2153, 2154. 2155, 2156, 2157, 2158. 
2159, 2160. 2161, 2162. 2163. 2164. 2165. 2166, 2167, 2168, 2169, 2170. 2171, 2172, 2173, 2174. 
2175, 2176. 2177. 2178. 2179. 2180. 2181. 2182, 2183, 2184. 2185. 2186. 2187, 2188, 2189. 
2190.2191. 2192. 2193. 2194. 2195. 2196. 2197, 2198, 2199. 2200. 2201, 2202. 2203, 2204, 2205, 
2206, 2207, 2208. 2209. 2210, 2211. 2212, 2213, 2214, 2215. 2216. 2217. 2218, 2219, 2220, 2221, 
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2222, 2223, 2224, 2225, 2226, 2227, 2228, 2229, 2230, 2231, 2232, 2233, 2234, 2235, 2236, 2237, 

2238, 2239, 2240, 2241, 2242, 2243, 2244, 2245, 2246, 2247, 2248, 2249, 2250, 2251, 2252, 2253, 
2254, 2255, 2256, 2257, 2258, 2259, 2260, 2261, 2262, 2263, 2264, 2265, 2266, 2267, 2268, 2269, 

2270, 2271, 2272, 2273, 2274, 2275, 2276, 2277, 2278, 2279, 2280, 2281, 2282, 2283, 2284, 2285, 

2286, 2287, 2288, 2289, 2290, 2291, 2292, 2293, 2294, 2295, 2296, 2297, 2298, 2299, 2300, 2301, 

2302, 2303, 2304, 2305, 2306, 2307, 2308, 2309, 2310, 2311, 2312, 2313, 2314, 2315, 2316, 2317, 

2318, 2319, 2320, 2321, 2322, 2323, 2324, 2325, 2326, 2327, 2328, 2329, 2330, 2331, 2332, 2333, 

2334, 2335, 2336, 2337, 2338, 2339, 2340, 2341, 2342, 2343, 2344, 2345, 2346, 2347, 2348, 2349, 

2350, 2351, 2352, 2353, 2354, 2355, 2356, 2357, 2358, 2359, 2360, 2361, 2362, 2363, 2364, 2365, 

2366, 2367, 2368, 2369, 2370, 2371, 2372, 2373, 2374, 2375, 2376, 2377, 2378, 2379, 2380, 2381, 

2382, 2383, 2384, 2385, 2386, 2387, 2388, 2389, 2390, 2391, 2392, 2393, 2394, 2395, 2396, 2397, 

2398, 2399,2400, 2401, 2402, 2403, 2404, 2405, 2406, 2407, 2408, 2409, 2410, 2411, 2412, 2413, 

2414, 2415, 2416, 2417, 2418, 2419, 2420, 2421, 2422, 2423, 2424, 2425, 2426, 2427, 2428, 2429, 

2430, 2431, 2432, 2433, 2434, 2435, 2436, 2437, 2438, 2439, 2440, 2441, 2442, 2443, 2444, 2445, 

2446, 2447, 2448, 2449, 2450, 2451, 2452, 2453, 2454, 2455, 2456, 2457, 2458, 2459, 2460, 2461, 

2462, 2463, 2464, 2465, 2466, 2467, 2468, 2469, 2470, 2471, 2472, 2473, 2474, 2475, 2476, 2477, 

2478, 2479, 2480, 2481, 2482, 2483, 2484, 2485, 2486, 2487, 2488, 2489, 2490, 2491, 2492, 2493, 

2494, 2495, 2496, 2497, 2498, 2499,2500, 2501, 2502, 2503, 2504, 2505, 2506, 2507, 2508, 2509, 

2510, 2511, 2512, 2513, 2514, 2515, 2516, 2517, 2518, 2519, 2520, 2521, 2522, 2523, 2524, 2525, 

2526, 2527, 2528, 2529, 2530, 2531, 2532, 2533, 2534, 2535, 2536, 2537, 2538, 2539, 2540, 2541, 

2542, 2543, 2544, 2545, 2546, 2547, 2548, 2549, 2550, 2551, 2552, 2553, 2554, 2555, 2556, 2557, 

2558, 2559, 2560, 2561, 2562, 2563, 2564, 2565, 2566, 2567, 2568, 2569, 2570, 2571, 2572, 

2573,2574, 2575, 2576, 2577, 2578, 2579,2580, 2581, 2583, 2007/2584, 2029/2585, 2028/2586, 

1912/2587, 160/2588, 291/2589(P), 1788/2590, 2057/2591, 1/2592, 12/2593, 22/2594, 1550/2595,- 

448/2596, 449/2597, 477/2598, 125/2599, 996/2600, 762/2601, 1235/2602, 564/2603, 1450/2604, 

1499/2605, 2165/2606, 2165/2607, 42/2608, 1522/2609, 2123/2610, 2498/2611, 2090/2612, 

1521/2613, 1521/2614, 1521/2615, 1278/2616, 119/2617, 1456/2618, 69/2619, 1519/2620, 

2417/2621, 2073/2622, 2083/2623, 479/2624, 2122/2625, 1968/2626, 2144/2627, 1570/2628, 

1913/2629, 2089/2630, 1725/2631, 1074/2632, 2220/2633, 1778/2634, 583/2635, 36/2636, 36/2637, 

1467/2638, 1765/2639, 1765/2640, 1765/2641, 1765/2642, 1765/2643, 1731/2644, 2007/2645, 

2008/2646, 2013/2647, 2013/2648, 2577/2649, 2574/2650, 2574/2651, 2574/2652, 2553/2653, 

158/2654, 158/2655, 158/2656, 158/2657, 158/2658, 392/2659,1828/2660, 2113/2661, 2270/2662, 

2272/2663, 2271/2664, 280/2665, 1191/2666, 162/2667, 2369/2668, 2370/2669, 2368/2670, 
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576/2671, 1^112612, 1789/2673, 503/2674, 1314/2675, 1315/2676, 2464/2677, 2287/2678, 384/2679, 
384/2680, 148/2681, 1727/2682, 1557/2683, 2572/2684, 2531/2685, 62/2686, 62/2687, 2156/2688, 
2319/2689, 2246/2690, 2471/2691, 191/2692, 2553/2693, 1028/2694, 2180/2695, 2358/2696, 

1833/2697, 2025/2698, 1016/2699, 1010/2700, 1008/2701, 520/2702, 1012/2703, 1016/2704, 
1815/2705, 1816/2706, 1787/2707, 425/2708, 2154/2709, 889/2710, 46/2711, 2553/2712, 2163/2713, 

2193/2714, 2193/2715,2412/2716, 171/2717, 1365/2718,270/2719,452/2720, 380/2721', 32/2722. 

7. Plots numbers acquired in village Bhaguabola (Full) 

1,2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,21,22, 23,24,25,26, 27, 28, 29,30, 

31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41.42, 43, 44,.45,46,47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 

58, 59, 60, 61,62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76. 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 

85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 

109, no, 111 , 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120,83/121. 

8. Plots numbers acquired in village Kumunda (Part) 

650, 651, 652, 656, 950, 951, 952, 953. 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 
966, 967, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 988, 989, 
990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 1404, 978/5782, 979/5783, 1404/5785, 984/5803, 956/6013, 956/6014, 
956/6015. 

9. Plots numbers acquired in village Kusumpal (Part). 

345, 346, 347, 348, 349, 350. 351. 352, 353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 
364, 365, 366, 367, 368, 369, 370. 371,372, 373, 434, 450/989, 434/1085. 

10. Jaipur protected forest (Part) 

5.00 acres. 


11. Nisa protected fore.st (Part) 

356.10 acres 

Boundary, description : 

A-B-C-D: - ‘A’ point starts from the trijunction pillar of the village Kumunda, Bhalugadia aivl 
Kusumapal, then proceeds along the eastern bank of Ghurudia Nalla up to point B , then the line 
passes along the southern boundary ol plot number. 383, northern, eastern, eouthern boundary of plot 
number 434 of village Kusumapal and meets on Point ‘C’, line again passes along the eastern bank of 
Ghurudia Nalla up to point VD’, the trijunction pillar of village Bhalugadia, Gopalprasad andNuamuhin 
protected forest. 

D~E-F: - The line starts from point ’D’ passes along the eastern boundary of Nisa protected forest up to 
point 'E'. then the line turn towards the western and southern boundary of Nisa protected forest and 
passes through Nisa protected forest and meets on point ‘F i.e. the trijunction pillar of village 
Balichandrapur, Nisa protected forest and Nisa village. 

F-G-H: - From Point “F" the line Proceeds through plot numbers 285. 4^, 46, 47 along the southern 
boundar>'of plot numbers 272, 39. 38 and passes through plot numbers 51, 271. 53, 75, 77, 78, 31 1 
and along the southern boundar>^ of plot number 306 and then passes through the plot numbers. 329 of 
village Balichandrapur. up to the point TF then the line passes through plot numbers 2194, 2196, 1870 
of village Kankarei and meets on the point ‘H’. 
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H-I-J: - From point ‘H’, the line turn towards the north through plot numbers 1870, 2173, 2181 and 
moves towards west and passes through again plot number 187(0 and passes along western boundary of 
plot No. 1874 then passes through plot numbers 1877, 1876, 1848, 1849, then along the Eastern 
boundary of 1837, 1836 again passes through plot numbers 1831 , 1739, 1740, 1747, 1746, 1748, 1727, 
1726, 1692, 1690, 1689, 1686, and then crossed the road plot: number 1785 then passes along the 
eastern boundary of plot number 1760 then passes through plot numbers 740, 739, 738, 735 of village 
Kankarei and crossed the Ghurudia Nalla and meet on point ‘I’ then the line passes through plot 
numbers 807, 808, 809, 800 of village - Kaunsidipha and meets on Point ‘J’ i.e. the common 

boundary of village Kaunsidhipa and Chhotaberini. 


J-K: - From the point ‘J t he line passes through plot numbers 20'4, 205, 206, 209, 210, 213,193, 192, 
187, 184, 171, 150, 132, 137, 138,140,141, 87, 338, 85, 84 of village Chhotaberini ^d crossed Singda 
Jhore i.e. plot numbers 312 and meets on the point ‘K’ i.e. comm on boundary of village Chhotaberini, 
Jaipur protected forest. 


K-L: - From point ‘K’ the line proceeds through Jaipur protected forest up to point 'L’ i.e. Trijunction 
pillar of village Kankarei, Kumunda and Jaipur protected forest. 

L-A- - From the point ‘L’ the line passes along western & northern boundary of plot numbers 972 
northern boundary of plot numbers 973, 974, 967, 963, 650, 958 ,652, 656, 952, 951, 950, 993, 995 of 
village Kumunda and passes along the Northern bank of Singada Jhore i.e. plot number 1404 and again 
crossed the Singada Jhore and proceeds along the Southern bank of Singada Jhore i.e. plot number 
2589 and meets at point ‘A’ i.e. the starting point. 

[No. 43015/6/2003'PRlW] 

M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 

2007 

w. w. 156.-TO i 18 2006 i 11, ^ -3, ^ (i H ^ ^ 9482 

^ 9484 'R raRRT, ’1R3 ^ afiRpH ^0 3110 4412 elite 13 W^,2006 - 

9482 afe'fjtWl 

ife3. "29’ri.2005 iRRte" "twgC "9Site, 2005 | 

9483 

1#^ 5, "HI etr qm 7 3^1 ^ w 7 sit WIRT'WI 

'Ite 2," s>RHi te "siRi te" 'ot i 

eiRte ^t, m ipijim ter # f^. 

M w 1, "sntet" wiw ' "sitet" ti^, sik si^ ^ itt "liiitet" w lijser |3n ^ rate wro 
"sitet"iiti 

^ w 3, "sm^ Tqiw "smuy hI, sik ’it swiy tr? iipr fsir ^ ^ wiw 

"snrafT' qti 

^ 9484 tell tel 

q(te 1 , "untei-terag? "sntet-toiy qf i 

tel 

^ 1. nw ^itet TeiTO" Hw igtef qsi 

qfte 1 , '"mz 1 11 . 129,116 teteiW' rir 1. 116 , 129.116 1 

[m tr. 31R-43015/3/2005-41 31R 


83 Gl/07—6 
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u# gicj^fcich ^ 

18 2007 

37T. 157.— xTTcST? ^ cTtcf^t^cT ^ «y6 STTaf?^!^ ycOcI ^tcTT ^ 

^noTfejT^ ^ ^ fcrafers cT^ 3cOI<i1 ^ ^ 

i@te-ira arrocT chTuT^si^i ^ ^ 

cTT^»’ ^ ci5r27f«Rr5r ^ 17^5 ?Tr5iT gi^gdi^«H ott^ ^nf^i 

3f^^ iHxicbi^ cf^ 3 ^ gi^gdi^d ^ y^Jdai ^ 

9<ftcT t 3cifr 3fpT oit ^ arfirg^ ^ tHd^n ^ crf^ f ^ 

tJTftJcTTpT fciw VJIT^ m TOTTcr t, 3g^j)JI ^ aifejR C5T 3Tobr OTTUI 

3TcT: 3Tcr, sft? ^tlte gi^Udl^cxH (3|pT ^ % 

3Tf^IcI5R m 3To?oT) 3?fyDfi4^, 1962 (l 962 cJ5T 5 0) ^ £JT?T 3 ^ 3tTEIRr (l) STH 
€if^zi! ci5T y^fFJT cj^ gu, 3yfT 3jpT ^ agiilJi ^ c15t SFjfsr c^ ^ 

3ra^ aTTsra- ^ gs^rcft ti 

c?^ aft cZftcJfT, aft 3^ffT ^ crf&f<T aj|^ ^ f^cT^ t, 3?T dlft^ ^ 

fuRT^ aiTjcT ^ ^Mg^ ^ ^2JT yc^TcT sfta^ddi ^ ylcRif ^lyfxiuj oracrr ^Ift 
jgd<^ yjzr ^ oTTcft |t, ^ aftHT 3^ agiftji sftteR ^ 3^ g5^. 

^ ajJ^ ^ ^ft% gi^gdi^d eft -^m ^ aft ^ftift?T ^arr? aftcir^y, yif^cbift, 

arfecT cbTgT^^M (gi^gdi^<r<H yauuT), 33 , <^cwh«>< ^rt7, 

jftgici^^i <tfi‘^gr5T, vsi^igz - 3 0 2 01 8 (eioReirsi) eftt ferfer ^ ^ 3 tt^ aftsT THcftjii i 


3T1^ 


_Q_ IZi__ 






Tai<d1f : Inxli^dKf 

: ^lul^M 

UTT^ ^ oTRT 

. 

isfaij 





l?t!T7 


1 

_ 

3 

4 

5 

ariv^«;i 

200 

0 

04 

30 


1 41 

0 

07 

20 


1 40 

0 

1 5 

90 


1 28 

0 

00 

70 


[■ 95 T. U 31 R- 25011 / 31 / 2004 - 3 ^. 3 TR.-I] 


"OTI* f^Jn«bKI, 31^ 
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Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas 

New Delhi, the 18th January, 2006 

S.0.157.—vVhereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is 
necessary in the public interest that for the transportation of petroleum 
products In Rajasthain State from Beawar to Chittaurgarh a “Branch Pipeline to 
Chittaurgarh from Sidhpur-Sanganer Pipeline", sliould be laid by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited. 


And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of 
laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in the land 
under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laicj, and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed to this notification. 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferied by Sub-section (1) of 
section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962). the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 


Any person interested in the land desorbed in the said schedule may, within 
twenty one days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued 
under sub-section(l) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette 
of India, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein or laying of the pipeline under the land, 
to Shri Yogesh Kumar Srivastava, Competent Authority (Rajasthan), Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited (Pipelines divisbn), 33, Muktanand Nagar, Gopalpura 
Bye-pass, Jaipur —302 018, (Rajasthan). 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: CHITTAURGARH 

District: CHITTAURGARH 

State 

: RAJASTHAN 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

BOJUNDA 

200 

0 

04 

30 


141 

0 

07 

20 


140 

0 

15 

90 


128 

0 

00 

70 


(R No. R-26011/31/2004-O.R.-I ] 
S. K. CHITKARA, Under Secy. 
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9nT aflr fFarmr paim 
15 2006 

^.3n. 158. 

^ ^ ^ PP1 77^ 37^^ ^ "k' 

PTsqi TT^- 22012/180/2000- 37R. (Pt. II) fl R1 ^ 

3lVlPl=h ^ T13T 27T I 

3tk ^dl^NK tWd 4HH13 3fl 

U13T5; -qte ^ 4551/2005 k' TT3T( ^ 

3rf%mF^ ^ ^ ^ yniRilcl Tikl 3ft Tufkl illf^ 

p rfki w 3Jt 373fti ^ 'kkp irgf^ -yifepii tFt 

5^] I 

37k ^Rt% ^ IP^TR 33 TPT t ^ 

f3: ^ 3fmtf33^ f33I3 felt 3^33^ 37ffe| 37131 3ft 

‘T3] 3113, 33tT^ 3? 313311 333 3333 ^ 3 3ir337 1F3 

3 fr33 yPdMlH k 33r33 t I 

flTkrq ^33 ^ 3UPR 313 10 ( 137) ^ 313 3f33 
'4?ltf33713313 3f3f^, 1947 ( 1947 3.1 14) 37t 3R1 7 1^ 
3R1 3331 Ylf333!' 371 33t3 373^ ^ 3,37 3^ 3Mf'T37 
371 ^133 373 ft f., pjTFF'tTl ■gis31<33 373137131 "k 7^31 
iltl ^ 31311 7Tmifn37 3lf337'3il 33313.10.1 37 3/t3H 3t3R#l 
3f3+.lll 14t Tfl.kt. fk^ll 33 ?11371 HSo! 1-03 '3f337Rt Pi^'W 
3131 t I 33 11^ '3f3371Trf 73331 '^1313 W 37t 3T3t^ 
3 3t31 331 I 

3^ 111331 ^ ^ 331313 ^ KTO K-3-200I ■^‘ 
311^13531331 22012/180/2000-311^.3111. (Pt. II) 

1113711 3raif337 3f?137ini- 11?^-3il-’3l3!d4 3113337 37t 
33 pi f3313 ^ f31I313 ll^k 37 1133 3 3ft?itf337 
3lfi^lf333, 1947 371 313 1 0 37t PI-313 6 (37) 3t 3333 3131 
pii I 

31^ 

" 33! 31333 1^.13 1333 ^ 331 3S133 3 ^ 33 ^ 
371 311371H 3731 3it 371^ 4dlld3. 3^rf3 %, Tift 31^37 
3711371 '^11 313133 , 33t, 315371 -31Ftf3^, 3ftZ-3lf3t, 
^', 3kiJ3l‘, 3;7tZ3m371, 3t^ 37t 3P131 33NcTT, 
f3371lft p3lf^ ^ 37133 ^ ^ ? 3f3 3?t', eft 35133 

f33tfl3 3713 31 pl371 331 3313 3^ t ?” 

[3. 3:^-22012/180/2000-'31?.311. (lit. II)] 
3313 32,311 iftp, TpTT '3Tf337Rt 
MINISnKY OF l./V«OlJR AND EiVDMiJYMKNrr ORDER 
New Delhi, ihc 15th November, 20()f> 

S.(). 158.—Whereas an industrial dispute between 

e'.nph^yccs in relation to management oI'Fexxl Corporation 
< 4 India and their workmen in respect to the schedule hereto 
.annexed was referred for adjudication to Central Govern¬ 


ment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Lucknow vide 
order No. L-22012/180/2000-IR(C-n) dated 8-3-2001. 

And whereas the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature 
at Allahabad, Lucknow Bench in W.P. No. 4551/2005 had 
directed the Government to refer the dispute before the 
appropriate authority preferably within a period of three 
months from the date of receipt of certified copy of the 
judgement. 

And whereas (he Central Government is of the opin¬ 
ion that it would be expedient to refer the said Industrial 
dispute to a National Industrial Tribunal as the matter per¬ 
tains to establishment of the said management located in 
more than one State. 

Now, therefore, the Central Government, in exercise 
of the powers conlcrrcd by Section 7 B ol the l.D. Act, 1947 
{14of 1947) read with Section 10(1 A) hereby constitutes 
a National Industrial Tribunal with the Head Quarters at 
Kolkata and appoint Sh. C.P. Mishra, presently Presiding 
Officer, CGIT, Kolkata as its Presiding Officer. The Na¬ 
tional Tribunal shall give its award within a period of six 
months. 

As regfuds the existing reference of the dispute made 
by the Government vide this Ministry’s Order No.L-22()12/ 
180/2000-IR(C-II) dated 8.3.2001 to Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-LabourCourt, Lucknow, the pro¬ 
visions of sub-section 6( a) ot Section 10 ol the l.D. Act, 
1947 will apply. 

SCHEDIJK 

“Whether FCI is having scientific system for assess¬ 
ing storage loss which has been caused due to num¬ 
ber of factors such as temperature, moisture, micro 
orgiinisms, insects, rats, birds, insecticides, storage 
unworthiness of the godown, draige etc.If not, what 
is its effect upon the fixing of responsibility upon its 
employees while regularizing the storage losses T' 

I No. L-22012/180/2000-IR(C-II)i 

AJ AY.KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

3? 22 ^31331, 2006 

33.311. 159.- 3t 1 ^in i ch 133I^ 3 tM333, 1947 (1947 
371 14) 37 ] 313 17 ^ 3T53R3T k, 4^-103 3137T1 3,31 m]4,h 
3337 ?fe3T ^ 33333 ^ ITO r33N47lf 3^1 ^3^ 
37ii37Tif ^ #3, 3 f3f^ 3||€flf337 f33K k 

Ulthll 3^kjtf337 3#13.1^J|/^ i3T3TcT3 IT. 2 , ‘5^31 ^ 331^ 
lfe3T liM^nf^ 2 / 130 / 2001 ) 37 ) 337lf^ 371cft t, 
1F37R 33 22-12-2006 33 333 ^33 3TI 

[if. 3:^-11011/9/2001-331 7J31 (tt 3)] 
T13. Tin. 3kl, ^137 3Tf337Rl 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 159.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government ho-eby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT- 
2/130/2(X)l )of the C!^tralGovaiiniieQtln(faistrialTribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the 
Aimexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Airports Authority of 
India and their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-12-2(X)6. 

[No. 1^11011/9/2001-IR (M)] 
N, S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BE:F0RE the central (SOVERNMENT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

A, A. LAD Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO. CGlT-2/130 OF 2001 
Employers m relation to the! Managemait of 
Airport Authority of India (I AD) 

I’hc Additional General Manager (P & A) 

Airports Authority of India 
(International Airports Division) 

Mumbai Airport 
Mtunbai-400099. 

and 

Their Woriemen 

Ihc General Secretary 
AAl Mazdoor Sangh 
25/32, Ibrahim Mansion 
Dr. B .R. Ainbedkar Road 
Parcl, Mumbai-400 012. 

APPEARANCE 

FORTHEEMPLOYER : Mr. A,S. Patil, 

Advocate 

FOR THE WORKMEN : Mr. D.S. Gaikwad 

Representative 

Date of passing Award : 28th November, 2006 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India,i Ministry of Labour by 
its OrdcrNo.L-11011/9/200 1/IR(M) dated 28-11-2001 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub 
scclion( 1) and sub section 2(A)'of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Airport 
Authority of India, International Airport Division, 


Mumbai in not providing compassionate 
appointment to Smt. Rajshri Banwarilal, Spouse of 
Late Shri Banwarilal Balmiki Bldar on the ground 
that there are multiple claimants is fair and justified ? 
If not, to what relief Smf. Rajshri Banwarilal is entitled? 

2, To support the subject matter referred in the 
reference, second party Union filed Statement of Claim 
through its Secretary at Ex-6 which was'replied by first 
party by filing Written statement at Ex-10. Thereafter, 
second party workman and the Union unable to attend the 
reference on the dates given and lastly by application dated 
28-11 -2006 at Ex-24, Secretary to the Union informed this 
Tribunal that, concerned workman is not approaching it 
and his whereabouts are not know or made known to it and 
requested to dispose of the reference for want of 
prosecution. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

In view of the Ex-24, Reference is disposed of for want of 
prosecution. 

Dated 

28-11-2006 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
22 2(X)6 

160-4^inicb 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

4>4cbkT -q 3l1gllp|cb 4' 

4^ (^4 ^ 153/2006 ) ^ TOt t, ^ 

^ 22-! 2-2006 ^ TO «1T I 

[4 15^-29011/94/2001-311^ 3TR(TJ30] 

4Kl, Slf^chl'O 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 160.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmetit hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.I.D. 153/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cuni- 
Labour Court, Emakulam now as shown in the Annexurc 
in the hidustrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Kerala Minerals and Metals Ltd. and 
their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No.L-29011/94/2001-IR (M)| 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
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ANNF:XLiRE 

IN THE CFJSTRAE (X>VERNMF:NT INDUSTRIAL 
IKIBUNAI^CUM-LABOURO )IJR I 
FltNAKUIAM 

Shri P.L. NorberL B.A. L.L.B., Presidinii Officer 

(Monday the 4th day of December. 2ft()6/ 

13th Agrahayana, 1928) 

1. IX 153/2006 

(I.D.22/2(K)2 ol lndustriannbujial, Kollam) 

Union 1. The General Secretary 

Titanium Complex Employees Union 
Reg. No. 227/84, Cha vara 
Kollam 

2. The General Sccretitry 

Titanium Complex Employees 
Congress 

(INTUC), Reg. No. 82/8^1. Chavara 
Kollam-691 583 

Adv. Shri G. Sethunathan Pillai 
Management The Managing Director 

Kerala Minerals and Metals 
Sankaramangalam, (Thavara, 

Kollam-691 583 

Adv. Shri P. V. Lohitlnikshan 
AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (l)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether the fixation of pay to Smt. V.P. Mohini, 
Sint. K. Vasanthy and Smt. K. Lalitainbika, Senior 
Grade Steno Typists consequent upon their eligibility 
for promotion/highcr grade is correctly done in 
compliance with .sub-clause (ii) of Clause 21 of 
Article XV of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
7-5-1997 ? If not, to what relief these employees are 
entitled to?” 

2. According to the claimant union 3 of iIs members 
were appointed in Kerala Minerals and Metals Limited, 
Chavara as Steno Typists Grade II in the year 1977 and 
1978. Later they got promotion as Steno Typist Gr. I and 
then as Senior Grade Steno Typist, In that cadre they 
continued for more than 8 years and was eligible to get 
higher grade on completion of 8 years which was a scale 
equivalent to the scale of Shift In-charge and equivalent. 
However while granting the higher grade the management 
without any valid rea.son reduced the basic pay of the 
Senior Grade Steno Typists w.e.f. 14-1-1993. lliis was done 
in order to make the pay of Senior Grade Steno Typists in 
par with the Senior Grade Accountant of the Company. 
The promotion channel of Steno Typist Grade 11 is to Grade 
I, Senior Grade and Confidential Assislant/Pcrsonal 
Secretary. There arc no other categories of posts 
constituting the feeder category of Steno Typists. Hence 
the seniors in that category are Steno Typist Grade -1, Senior 
Grade and Confidential Assistant and none else. Shri C.K. 
Joy, Senior Grade Accountant belongs to a different 
category and he is not senior to the workers in this case. 


Hence there is no justification in bringing down the basic 
pay of the w'orkers in this case in level with the Senior 
Grade Accountant. It is against the service conditions and 
the terms of Memorandum of Settlement. The pay in 
accordance w ith Clause 21 of Article XV of Memorandum 
of Settlement dated 27-5-1997 has to be fixed without 
reduction. 

3. According to the management, the unions have 
no right or locus staudi to raise an ‘industrial dispute’ on 
behalf of workers, 'fhe pay and allowances of workmen of 
the eompany are revised periodically as per long term 
agreements. The first long term agreement was in effect 
from 1-1-1985. Thereafter there were 3 more long term 
agreements. The dispute is with regard to fixation of pay as 
per the 3 rd long term agreement dated 27-5-1997. As per 
that agreement there are only 7 scales of pay for the 
workmen in the company. On the operation side of the 
company there arc 3 levels of grades of operators/ 
technicians and on the administrative side in the like manner 
there arc 3 levels of administrative staff. As per the 2nd 
long term settlement a workman who remains in the same 
post and scale of pay for a period of 8 years is entitled to 
higher grade. The 3rd long term settlement also preserves 
the same benefit. The pay of the three Senior Typists .who 
were given higher grade was fixed w.e.f. 14-1-1993 in 
accordance with the 3rd long term settlement. After expiry 
of the period of 2nd long term settlement on 31-12-1992 
and when the next long term settlement was due, the 
company could not reach a long term settlement because 
of the bad financial position of the company. The company 
was running at a loss. Therefore the management and the 
unions discus.sctl the matter and an interim settlement was 
arrived at on 3-9-1994. As per the interim settlement an ad 
hoc increase in wages and other benefits were allowed. 
When the position of the company improved, the 3rd long 
terra settlement was signed on 27-5-1997 which got the ^ 
approval of the government in August, 1998. During the 
course of discussion of the 3rd long term settlement it was 
noticed that a few workmen in the senior grade who were 
due for higher grade (the officer scale) during the period 
from 1-1-1993 to 31 -12-1994 would be getting double pay 
revision benefits because they were in the workmen 
category as on 1 -1-1993 and entitled to the revision benefits 

in the capacity as workmen and again in the capacity as 
officer on getting higher grade. At the same time the 
workmen who were given officer scale prior to l-1-1993 
would not receive the same benefits as those mentionetl 
above. Thus, Juniors would be getting more pay than 
seniors. To tide over this anomaly. Clause 21 (ii) of Article 
XV of 3rd long term settlement was incorporated. As per 
that clause, juniors’ pay would be retained equal to the 
basic pay of the senior while granting higher grade to the 
juniors between 1-1-1993 and 31-12-1994. There is no 
illegality thus in fixing the pay of the three steno typists in 
this case. It was done strictly in accordance with the terms 
of 3rd long term setllcineiit. 

4. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is : 

“whether the pay of the three workmen were properly 

fixed?” 
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The evidence consists of the oral testimony of WWl 
and documentary evidence of Exts.Wl to WIO on the side 
of unions and MWI and Exts. Ml to M4 on the side of 
management. 

5. The Point! 

Smt. V,R Mohini, Smt. K. Vasanthy and Smt. K. 
Lalithambika joined the service of Kerala Minerals and 
Metals Ltd., Chavara on 30-8* 1978,28-8-1978 & 30-3-1977 
respectively in the post of Steno Typist Grade II. Smt. 
Vasanthy was promoted as Steno Typist Grade I w.e.f. 1 -3- 
1984, then to Senior Grade Steno Typist w.e.f, 14-1-1985 
and she was granted higher grade w.e.f. 14-1-1993: This 
can be seen from Ext. W7 wWch is statement submitted by 
the management to Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central) in respect of the industrial dispute raised by the 
unions before ALC (C). Similarly, the other Steno Typists 
also got promotion and higher grade w.c.f. 14-1-1993. There 
were long leira settlements between the management and 
the unions periodically regarding service conditions of 
workmen. First of its kind was in effect from 
1-1-1985. The 2nd long term settlement dated 10-1-1992 
was in force till 31-12-1992. The 3rd settlement was due 
from'1-1-1993. But, admittedly, there was no long term 
settlement until 1997. During the interregnum there was an 
intenm settlement which is Ext. Ml dated 3-9-1994.It was 
only a temporary arrangement since the company was 
running at a loss. Hence only an ad hoc increase in wages 
was allowed as per the interim settlement. The 3rd long 
term settle- ment was arrived at on 27-5-1997 which is Ext. 
M2 (or WI). This was given effect from 1-1-1993 for a period 
of 4 years. The dispute is centered round the terns of this 
settlement Ext. M2 settlement envisages 7 different scales. 
On the technical side there arc about 1000 work^s and on 
the administrative side, about 250 workers. As per Clause 
24 of Ext. M2, the terms and condititms of service prevailing 
prior to Ext M2 which are not altered, are to continue. One 
of such service conditions is that a worker who suffers 
stagnation for a period of 8 years is entitled to get a higher 
grade. The senior grade Steno Typists in this case on 
completion of 8 years in the same sc^e, got a higher grade 
on 14-1-1993. Since Ext M2 settlement was in force from 
1.1 -1993 they were entitled for wage revision as workmen 
before they got higher grade, i.e. during the period from 
1-1-1993 to 14-1-1993. After 13 days they got Mgher grade 
which was officer’s scale. They were entitled to the revised 
scale in the higher grade also as per Oause 21 (i) of Ext. 
M2. It is contended by the management that nO worker can 
be allowed to reap double benefit under the same settlement. 

It was due to the Hnancial crunch during 1993 that an interim 
settlement was arrived at. Neither the management nor the 
union had intended to confer huge benefits to any of the 
workers. Even though the situatiem improved and lator there 
was a long term settlement, which was given effect from 
1-1-1993, Clause21 (ii) restricts the pay of ajuniortothe 
level of the pay of his senior and not above it. Otherwise, 
such disparity is likely to create disharmony among 
workmen. Clause 21 (ii) of Ext. M2 reads:— 

“In the case of those employees who are eligible for 
higher ^ade/promotion after 1-1-1993 till 31-12-1994, 
the basic pay arrived as above will be retained equal 


to the basic pay applicable to his seniors, who are 
drawing a lower basic pay and who got higher grade 
before 1-1-1993. The difference of basic pay which 
was allowed to him and which is actually eligible to 
him as per the above fitment will be kept as a separate 
special allowance on ad hoc basis by adding the DA 
. and HRA applicable to the above basic pay. When 
the revision of the scale of pay of officers will be 
implemented as on 1 -1 -19%, either the basic pay kept 
as ad hoc as above will be fixed in lieu of revision or 
the revisicMi of officers whichever is beneficial to the 
employee concerned will be allowed.” 

6. The words “his seniors’’ mentioned in the clause 
are interpreted by the management as any of the persons 
in the same scale olf pay irrespective of the category of 
technician or administrative staff. For example, it is pointed 
out that Ext. W2, guidelines for promotion, Annexure-I 
shows that SI. No.l8 - Khalasi grade ‘C’, Khalasi grade ‘B’ 
and Khalasi grade’ A’ and SI. No. 38 - Steno Typist Gr. II, 
Gr. I and Sr. grade typist are in the same scale of pay and 
their line of promotion is as shown above. Therefore it is 
contended by the management that a Khalasi Grade ‘A’, if 
granted higher grade prior to 1-1-1993, he would be senior 
to a senior grade typist who gets higher grade after 1-1- 
1993. Such a senior grade typist cannot be permitted to 
draw ahigherpay than a Khalasi grade ‘A’. Hence according 
to the management the words “his senior” in clause 21 (ii) 
of Ext. M2 settlement means, a worker who gets higher 
scale, by virtue of promotion or higher grade, prior in time, 
is senior to a worker who is eligible to get the same higher 
scale later, irrespective of the category to which both belong 
i.e. technical st^f or administrative staff. According to the 
management there can be only one category in one scale 
whether they are technical or administrative staff. 
Therefore, the words “his senior” means the senior in the 
same scale of pay. Who-eas according to the union “his 
senior” means senior in the same category who follows the 
same line of promotion. For example, the line of promotion 
of Steno Typist is Steno Typist Grade II, Grade I, Senior 
Grade Steno Typist and Confidential Assi.stanl/Personal 
Secretary. The line of promotion of technical staff is from 
among the technical staff only. 

7. The contention of the management appears to be 
a circumvented interpretation. Ext. W3 is Office Order No. 
135 of the company. It contains the rules governing 
seniority of the employees of the company. It is dated 
22-8-1985. Clause 12 says that seniority lists would be 
prepared and maintained category-wise. It is further 
mentioned that when more than one category of posts 
constitute the feeder categories for promotion to a post, a 
combined seniority list of employees in all those feeder 
categories of posts will be prepared. So far as this case is 
concerned, the feeder categories of Confidential Assistants 
are Senior Grade Steno Typists and the feeder category of 
Senior (Trade Steno Typists is Senior Typist Grade I and 
below that (Trade II. No technicians or machine operators 
can be posted to any of the posts ol Steno Typists merely 
on the basis that both categories are drawing the same 
scale. By no imagination these two sides of the staff can be 
categorised into one because their promotional prospects 
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arc differcnC aiid slaff on the technical side cannot be posted 
on the administrative side because of the lack of skill or 
knowledge in that field. The converse is the position with 
regard to Stenographers or staff on the administrative side. 
Moreover it is mentioned in Ext. W2, Annexurc -III Clause 
3 that if any workman who was drawing equal or higher 
pay as compared to his junior belonging to the feeder 
category of the same higher post and was promoted earlier 
or along with the junior to the same higher post, receives 
less pay than his junior workman, the pay of the senior 
workman in the promolcil scale may be stepped up to equal 
that of the junior workman In fact that is the remaly that is 
available if a senior saflcis because of lesser pay Ihiui his 
junior. But, both should be belonging to the same category 
and not different categories. The prospects of promotion 
of technical slaff arc higher than the stem) typists. They 
latter arc only a very few in the company and then promotion 
naturally would be very slow. To tide ovci ihai djfliculty 
higher grade is given. Hie fact that the tcclmiv’al stall and 
administrative sUiff were drawing same scak f pay while 
working in their lower rungs of service is no j'ist ij ication to 
treat both as belonging to the same category is relevant 
to note a reply letter of the company to its i>vvn Assistant 
General Manager who had made a rcprcscnl a’.ion regarding 
anomaly in his pay. h is Ext. W3. It is stated ihat rectification 
of anomaly in pay, where a junior employee th aws higher 
pay than that of a senior on account of impienu iitation of 
revised scale of pay could be done by sicjvping up of the 
pay ol the senior, provided the senior and the junior 
employees belong to the same feeder category. As such, 
the pay of AGM (MS) cannot be modified. Tims it pt)ints 
out that disparity could ar ise in fixation ol pay t)nly in ease 
the junior and the senior belong to the same category and 
not different categories. 

8. It was strongly contended by the union that the 
pay of the 3 workmen in this ease were rcrluccd in order to 
cquali/.c It with that of the Accounts Officer, Shn C.K. Joy. 
The contention is supported by (he very statement of the 
company Ext. W6 bctorc ALC(C) in the industrial dispute 
filer! by the unions. Ext. W7 is another slalcivicut submitted 
by the management again to ALC(C). It is clear lioin both 
statements that the pay of workers was rcduccrt in order to 
cquali/c it with the pay ol Accounts Olliecr, Sin i .K. Joy. 
According to the management Shri C.K. Joy is senior to the 
Senior Grade Tyjrists in this ease and sucli li.\.<ilion is in 
accordance with Clause 21 (ii) of Ext. M2. But il is clear from 
Ext. W7 that Sml. Vasanthy became senior grade lypist w.c.f. 
14-M985 while Shri C.K. Joy became Assistant Accounts 
Officer only on 1 -9-1990. Thereafter he became .Accounts 
Officer on 1 -9-1998. Whereas Sml. Vasanlhy got higher grade 
while in the jxrst ol Senior Grade Steno Typist on i -1-1993. 
So also, Smt. Vasanthy had joined smwicc in 1 978 wliile Shri 
C.K.Joy in 1979. 'Hicsc two persons cruniot lx categorized 
into one as ncillicr Sml. Vasanthy can be an AC'. .‘uiiisOtticcr 
nor Shri C.K. Joy can be a Steno Typist, i i cii lines of 
promotion arc diticrent. Therctorc, there is no nidilicatioii 
in eomparinii the post ol Aet'ounts Olliecr wnii die Steno 
Typist. The categories of staff arc to be tieeidcii according 
to the line of promotion and the eiualilication rcquircel in 
respective posts. It is to be noted that even when the 


Assistant Accounts Officer Shri C.K. Joy .became the 
Accounts Officer the Steno Typists in this case had not 
reached the lop of then promotional ladder as Confidential 
Assistants. There is bleak chruicc for them to reach that 
height before (heir retirement. It is for such stagnation in the 
same scale that grade is given periodically. This will 
compensate an employee for the delay in promotion. Going 
by Clause 21 (i) of Ext. M2 .settlement, the stenographers in 
this case arc entitled to the benefits of revision and their 
basic pay cannot be brought down to equalize with any of 
(he persons in a different category, “His seniors in the 
clause means only seniors among the steno typists so far as 
steno typists arc eoncemed. The long term settlement docs 
not say that if an employee is entitled to bcnctitot revision 
as a workman aiul as an olficer, that one of such benefits 
shall be denied to him. Ihcrc is no such provision in the 
setUement. Till 13-! 1993 the steno typists in this ease were 
workers in the senior grade. As jxr long terms settlement 
they were entitled to revised scale of pay w.e.f. 1-1-1993 as 
workmen (senior grade). Meanwhile on 14-1 -1993 they got 
higher grade while in the post of senior grade. Thus their 
scale changed and Ix^canie the scale of officer. Since the 
settlement was signed in 1997, though il was given 
retrospective cl I eel Irom 1-1-1993, again (he pay ol these 
typists had to be revised on 14-1 -1993. 'Hicy might have got 
(wo revisions in a span ol 13 days. The scttlcmcnl does not 
ban that bcniclit. But il is to Ix^ noted that the benefit was 
given after a mimlx;r ol ycius ol scrv'iec, in 1998. Had a long 
term agreement been there on the respective dates of (heir 
promotion to higher grade (hey would have got the benefits 
then and there. An employee who was in the cadre ol 
workman as on 1-1-1993 was cligibled to get pay at the 
revised scale whicli cannot be denied by the employer. If 
that workman got a higher grade that is due to him as per 
terms of settlement, he is also entitled to gel pay at the 
revised scale in the higher grade. The diltcrcncc is that 
though the scillcmciit was in 1997 these revised scales 
came into force w.c.f. 1-1-1993. The same benefit the 
employees woukl have got periodically had there been a 
settlement on time. Even ii lor a short spell there was no 
long term sctllcrneni, all such benefits were conferred later 
when the company began tt) prosper. Hence the 
interpretation ol the management regarding pay lixation t)l 
steno typists is uiu'casonablc and not in accordance with 
the terms ol scttlcmcnl. Ihcrc is no reason to reduce the 
pay or equalize the jiay ol with that any other category ol 
employees incUiding (he Accounts Officer, Sliri C.K. Joy. 
Point is answered accordingly. 

9. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
fixation of pay of Smt, V.P Mohini, Smt. K. Vasanly and 
Smt. P. Lalithambika is not correctly done. They are entitle 
to get pay fixed in accordance w ith clause 21 (i) of Article 
XVofMcmonindnmol Settlement dated 27-5-1997 without 
any reduction as mentioned in Clause 21 (ii). No cost. The 
award will take eilcet one month after its publication in (he 
Official Gazelle. 

Dictated lo the Personal AssistiuU, transcribed and 
typed by her. eorrccletl and passed by me on this the 4;h 
day of Dcccinix'r. .’006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
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AFFENIXX 

Witness for the Unions : 

WWI - Shri Darions D’Cruz 
Witness for the Management: 

MWl - Shri N.K. Anil Kumar 
Exhibits fey the Union: 

WI - Copy of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
27-5-1997. 

W2 - Copy of guidelines for promotion of workmen. 

W3 - Photostat copy of O/o No. 135 of KMML dated 

22- 8-1985. 

W4 - Photostat copy of O/o No.321 dated 1-11-1993- 

W5 - Photostat copy of letter dated 8-9-1999 issued 
by DGM (P&A) KMML to Shri K.P. Srrekumar. 

W6 - Photostat copy letter dated 6-10-2000 issued 
by the Managing Director, KMML to ALC(C), 
liiiruvananthapuram. 

W7 - Photostat copy of letter dated 7-12-2000 issued 
by the DGM (P&A), KMML to ALC( C), 
liiiruvananthapuram. 

W8 - Photostat copy of representation dated 
7-8-2000 submitted by unions to the Managing 
Director, KMML. 

W9 - Memorandum of Settlement dated 28-5-1999. 

W10- Photostat copy of Minutes of the Meeting dated 

23- 1-2004 between management and unions. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

M1 - Photostat copy of Memorandiun of Settlement 
dated 3-9-1994. 

* M2 - Memorandum of Settlement dated 27-5-1997. 

M3 -List of employees of the Pigmoxt Unit of KMML 
who are eligible for higher grade promotion. 

M4 - Memorandum of Settlement dated 28-5-1999. 
^ 22 2006 

^.31T. 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) 

■jY 3tY€ilP'l45 ^<cbK 

^ 3TR 

35/2002) 4^ y<=blf^^ ^ 

22-12-2006 ^ TIM «?n 

[7T. TT^-2901 l/2/2002-3nf 3m(T^*T)] 
T^. '♦>!<) 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 161.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govcnimcnl hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. (3R No. 
35/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure 


in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in lelatim 
to the management of M/s. Hutti Gold Mines and their 
wo rteman which was received by the Central Government 
on. 22-12-2006 ^ 

[No. L.29011/2/2002-IR (M)‘ 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEfORETHECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNALCUM-LABOURCOURT, 
BANGALORE 
Dated: 28th August, 2006 
PRESENT' 

Shri A. R. SIddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R No. 35/2002 


I Party 

Sh. C. Ramachandrappa, 
C/o Shri Fathirajan, 
Presid^t, HGML 
Chitradurga Gold 
Union, P B No. 4, 
CHITRADURGA.. 


II Party 

The Deputy General 
Manager 
M/s. Hutti Gold 
Mines, Chitradurga 
Gold Unit, 

PBNo.4, 

CHITRADURGA. 


APPEARANCES 

I Party Shri H N Venkatesh 

Advocate 

II Party : Smt. Usha Rani 

Advocate 

AWARD 


The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by Oause (d) of sub-section (1) and Sub-section 
2A of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
has referred this dispute vide Order No. 1^29011/2/2002 
{1R(M)) dated 18-07-2002 for adjudication on the following 
schedule: 

^CHHXILE 

“Whether the industrial dispute raised by HGML 
Chitradurga Gold Unit Employees Association 
against the management of Hutti G^d Mines Co. 
Ltd. , over .anomalies in promotion in the case of 
Sh. C Ramachandrappa justified ? If so, to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled?" 

2. The case of the first party workman whose case 
has been espoused by Hutti Gold Mines Limited, 
Chitradurga Gold Unit Employees Association as made 
out, in the claim statement, in brief is that he joined the 
services of the management as a Disc Clerk on 26-7-1974 
and after having opted for V R S, his services came to be 
relieved on 23-11-2001. He contended that on account of 
promotion anomalies he raised the dispute with the 
management that he has been denied promotion in 
preference to many of his Juniors promoted on 28-8-2000. 
He made representation immediately there after on 
27-6-2000 and again on 28-6-2000 when another batch of 
his juniors were promoted denying him the legitimate right 
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of his promotion. Had he been promoted he would have 
got more benefits towards gratuity and other service 
benefits; that one Mr. E P Thippeswamy and others who 
are Juniors to him have been promoted as per order dated 
27-6-2000 and 28-6-2000 and therefore he requested the 
management to accord notional promotion to him and to 
pay all monetary benefits; that the action of the 
management in denying promotion to him while giving 
promotion to his juniors during 2000 was illegal and 
therefore direction may be given to the management to 
promote him setting right the anomaly in promotion and to 
pay him consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its counter statement, among, 
other grounds contended that first party was working as a 
Disc Clerk and after having opted for V R S, his V R S 
application was accepted and was relieved from the 
management company w.e.f. 24-11-2001 and all his dues 
have been settled and therefore now he cannot raise an 
Industrial Dispute and it is liable to be rejected as not 
maintainable; that due to acute financial crises coupled 
with non-availability of graded ore to sustain the unit the 
company was m^ing all its efforts to guide the destiny of 
the mine as nearly 500 employees were depended on its 
unit and therefore management offered V R S for the 
employees; that the I party who was working as Disc Clerk 
was not diligent in his performance and whittled away the 
opportunities provided to him to work as an Canteen 
Supervisor but his performance was not good even as an 
Canteen Supervisor, therefore, he was again taken back to 
original post of Disc Clerk. He was also tried as a Time 
Section but has never shown interest in his work, he was 
miable to perform his duties and whereas said Mr. E P 
Thippeswamy was capable of handling work independently 
aiul was efficient with his good performance, therefore 
though he was junior to the I party but keeping in view his 
efficiency, skill, knowledge etc., was promoted. That the 
committee will recommend promotions as promotions are 
based on seniority and efficiency but the 1 party was not 
found eligible to be considered for promotion despite given 
him sufficient opportunity to improve his work and 
pcrl'ormancc; that in view of the V R S introduced by the 
management, the 1 party had opted for V R S and his 
application having been accepted he has been relieved 
Irom duties, therefore, he cannot raise present dispute and 
therefore the reference is liable to the dismissed. 

4. The I party workman in support of his case fded 
his affidavit evidence by way of cxaniinatioii-in-chief 
reiterating the averments made by him in his claim statement 
stating that he opted for V R S as more than 27 Juniors to 
him were promoted from workmen cadre in the ptist to Disc 
Clerk to the post of Second Division Clerk and his seniority 
was overlooked. He further stated that on account of denial 
of promotion to him there has been a great financial loss 
and mental agony suffered by the I party. In his cross 
examination he denied the suggestion that his performance 


as a Disc Clerk was not satisfactory and so also his 
performance as a Canteen Supervisor was not found 
satisfactory and that despite the opportunity given to him 
to improve his performance he failed to do so. He denied 
the suggestion that there is a departmental committee to 
access the performance of the workman for the purpose of 
promotion and said Thippeswamy though happened to be 
his Junior got promotion on account of his performance 
ofthe work and that promotion was being given on the 
basis of the performance by the employees concerned. He 
admitted that he has taken V R S and had taken 
compensation but denied the suggestion that his dispute 
subsequent to V R S is not maintainable. In his further 
examination-in-chief following 11 documents have been 
marked at ExW-1 toEx W-11: 

“1. Copy of Certificate of service dt. 18-12-2001. 

2. List of workers promoted dt. 27-06-2000. 

3. List of workers promoted dt. 28-08-2000. 

4. Promotion orderdt. 28-7-2000 of Siddappa. 

5. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of P. S. Nagendra 
Reddy and Sri B. R. Manjunatha. 

6. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of Sri Rajappa and 
V. V. Chandran. 

7. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of Smt. P. V. 
Vimalkutty. 

8. Promotion orderdt. 12-7-2(XX)ofM VijayaKuimir 
and Sri G. K. Govinda Reddy. 

9. Promotion order dt. 12-7-2000 of P R 
Siddallingappa. 

10. Promotion order dt. 24 6-2000 of G. Suresh. 

11. 2 salary slips in originals pertaining to 1 party 
for the month of October 2001 November 2001 
and November. 

5. The Miuiagcmenl on its behalf filed an affidavit oi 
■ >eputy Manager (Personnel), reiterating the various 
contentions taken by it in the Counter Statement resisting 
the claim of the 1 party. In his cxamination-in-chief following 
10 documents were marked at Ex M-1 to Ex M-10: 

‘M. Application by letter dt. 08-10-2001 by Mr. C. 
Ramachandrappa. 

2. Acceptance of Voluntary Rctireihent Scheme 
Application dated 24-10-2001. 

3. Relieving Order by letter dt, 23-11 -2001. 

4. Undertaking given by C. Ramachandrappa. 
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5. Two settlement voucher of C. Ramachandrappa. 

6. Application for gratuity by C. Ramachandrappa 

7. Gratuity settlement ' receipt of C- 
Ramachandr^ypa. 

8. Personnel Card of C. Ramachandrappa 
containing two pages. 

9. Office Order by letter dt. 15-4-2000 with regard 
to wm'k allocation. 

10. Procedure for promotional Roster letter dt. 
3-4-2000.” 

and there was no cross-examination to this witness on 
behalf of the I party, he being discharged as he and his 
counsel remained absent when the case was taken up for 
his cross-examination. 

6. When the matter was taken up for final arguments 
on merits, on 3-8-2006,1 party and his counsel remained 
absent and after hearing the learned counsel for the 
management case is posted for this day for award. 

7. Learned Counsel for the management argued that 
first of all the present dispute is not maintainable, it being 
raised in the year 2002 when the J party was not in the 
service of the.management having been relieved from duties 
under V R S as far back as 23-11-2001. It was further argued 
that the promotion policy of the management is based vqxm 
Seniority-cum-Perfonnance and since the I party as a Disc 
Clerk or as a Canteen Supervisor did not improve his 
performance, he was not considered for promotion and 
whereas performance of his Juniors being found 
satisfactory, they have been promoted in preference to the 
I party. She also contended that the statement of the 
management witness speaking to the aforesaid facts has 
also gone unchallenged and undisputed thore being no 
cross-examination fex* the I party and therefore the affi^vit 
of the 1 party stating that he has been denied promotion 
illegally is liable to be rejected not being supported by any 
independent evidence and in the absence of the cross- 
examination of the management witness. 

8. After having gone through the records, I find 
substance in the argumrats advanced for the managemrat. 
As argued for the management, the mere affidavit of the 
1 party saying that he has been denied promotion illegally 
in preference to bis Juniors caimot be taken a proof 
sufficient to suggest that the management acted illegally 
in denying him promotiem in preference to his juniors. The 
documents produced by the I party at Ex W-1 to Ex W-l 1 
will not advance his cause any further. Ex W-I is the 
certificate of service dated 18-12-2001 and it is not relevant 
for the purpose exc^t but to suggest that he has been 


relieved from s^^ice on 23-11-2001 under V R S scheme. 
The documents at Ex W-2 to Ex W-10 arc the vaiious order 
promoting other employees on various duties mentioned 
therein and these are the promotion orders takoi place in 
the year 2000, the last document at Ex W-l 1 and the two 
pay slips in original of the management of October 2001 
and November 2001. Therefore, these documents will not 
help the case of the I party except to suggest that many of 
the Juniors have been promoted in the year 2000 in 
preference to bis case for promotion. 

9. As noted above statement of the management 
witness and the documoits produced by the management 
have gone unchallenged and undisputed. Particularly his 
evidence that performance of the I party was not found 
satisfactory thou^ he was given ample opportunities as a 
Disc Clerk and as a Canter Supervisor. His statement that 
there is a Departmental Promotion Committee to look into 
the merits of the promotion based on the efficiency in the 
woik and the perfonnance for recommend^on of promoticxi 
in respect of any employee has again remained imdisputed 
not being contraverted there being no cross examination 
to the said witness. The fact that I party has been relieved 
from duty w.e.f. 23-11-2001 afto: having opted for V R S, 
infact has been very much admitted by the I party himself 
and therefexe as argued for the management the reference 
on hand for the dispute raised by the I party in the year 
2002 after having been relieved from service w.e.f. 
23-11-2001, first of all has to be dismissed as undisputedly 
as on the date he raised disputed was not the employee of 
the management; secondly on merits also there is absolutely 
no case made out by the I party ^at denial of his p'omotion 
by the management was illegal or arbitrary. As noted above, 
the statement of MW 1 who had spoken'to the fact that the 
performance of the I party as Disc Clerk and Canteen 
Sup^isor was not found satisfactory and therefore his 
Juniors have been promoted has not been challenged or 
denied there being no cross-examination to him on behalf 
of the I party, likewise his statement that it is the 
Departmental Promotitm Committee who recommends for 
promotion based on efl^cient knowledge of work etc., and 
that I party was not found suitable fw promotion by the 
said committee has again remained cmitroverted there being 
no cross-examination to the said witness by the I party.In 
the result, the referrace on band deserves no merits and 
thoefore liable to be rejected. Hence, the following award: 

owym 

Reference stand dismissed. No mders to costs. 

(Dictated toLD d!, transcribed by him, cociccted and signed 
by me on 28th August, 2(X)6) 


A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 162.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP/55/ 
2002) of the Caitral (jovemment Indastrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
inaiiagcinent of Manganese Ore (India) Ltd. and their 
workmkii which was received by the Central Government 

#«i 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-27012/3/94-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRl A.N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOURCOUIO; NACiPUR 

CASE NO. NGP/55/2002 Date 30-11-2006 

Shri Mamialal Nagote, 

Through The Secretary General, 

Rakshtriya Manganese Mazdoor Sangh, 

[ INTUC] ... .Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chainnan-cum- Managing Director, 

Manganese Ore [I] Ltd., 

3, Mount Road Extension, 

Nagpur. ....Respondent 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Mamialal Nagote, 
Though The Secretary General, Rakshtriya Manganese 
Mazdoor Sangh [INTUC] Party No. 1 and The Chairman- 
cnm-Managing Director, Manganese Ore [I,| Ltd., 3, Mount 
Road Extension, Nagpur Party No. 2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-27012/3/ 
94-IR(Misc.) Dt. 09-06-1995 under clau.se (d) of sub section 
(1) & (2 A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
[ 14 of 1947] with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the Sr. Manager [Mines] 
Tirodi Mine of Manganese Ore [India] Ltd., P. O. Tirodi, 
Distt. Balaghat [M.P.] in dismissing Shri Mannalal 


Nagote Clerk Grarle I of Tirodi Mine of MOIL w.c.f. 
afternoon of 11-01-1994 is proper and justified? If not to 
what relief the said workman is entitled to ?” 

3. It appears that the petitioner Shri Mannalal 
Nagote Clerk Grade No. I of Tirode Mine of MOIL has been 
dismissed after completing inquiry for the charges of 
committing fraud and cheating etc. w.c.f. 11 -01-1994. The 
petitioner challenged it before A.L.C. and as the disputes 
were not settled as mentioned above. A reference is made 
by the Ministry to the Tribunal. It seems that the reference 
was initially made to CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as 
at that time there was no independent Tribunal at Nagpur. 
No body appeared before it and it was pending for a 
statement of claim till 11/07/2002. On which date the 
reference has been transferred to the CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur consequent upon the establishment of this 
Tribunal. 

4. Here at Nagpur against the notices were issued to 
the parties even by registered post but nobody appeared 
in response to them and the dispute was pending for filing 
the Statement of Claim by the Petitioner. However, on 
29-07-2004 the counsel for the Respondent MOIL 
Mr. Shashi appeared and filed his written statement though 
the Statement of Claim on behalf of Petitioner was not on 
record. The petitioner continued to remain absent and the 
case remain pending for filing the Statement of Claim by 
him. On 20/09/2006 al.so it was pending for filing the 
Statement of Claim by the petitioner, nobody appeared till 
this period on any of the dates on behalf of the petitioner. 
Consequently the Statement of Claim is never filed by the 
petitioner. It. seems that though it is pending from 1995 
the petitioner did not care to fi le any Statement of Claim 
and I do not think it is necessary or proper to continue the 
case for the same reason, though more than 10 years are 
lapsed. It indicates that the petitioner is not interested and 
he is not at all entitled for any relief as claimed by him. In 
the result I answer the dispute in the negative that he is not 
entitled for any relief or action taken by the management is 
proper and justified. Its stands dismissed for the default of 
the petitioner for not filing of the Statement of Claim. Thus 
the award. 

Dated 30-11 -2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

^ 22 2006 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 163.—In pursuance of Secticm 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publi^es the award (Ref. No. NGP/ 
156/2006) of the Central Govemraent Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Employee State Insurance Corporation 
and their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No. Lr 1501 l/l/2003-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXDRE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 

CGrr<,TM-ljy80URCt)URT,NAGI^ 

CASE NO. NGP/I56/2003 Date 1-12-2006 

Petitioner : The President, ESIC, SRO, 

Party No. 1 Panchdeep Bhavan, Ganeshpeth, 

Nagpur-440018. 


i.e. on01-12-2006 when the case came up fca^ hearing before 
the Tribunal. This indicates the petitioner is not at all 
interested and no purpose will be served in keeping the 
case pending. Hence it is dispose of for default of the 
petitioner. The dispute is answered that the action of the 
management is proper and the petitioner is not entitled for 
any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated 1-12-2006 A. N. Y ADAV, Presiding Officer 

M 22 2006 
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Versus 

Respondent : The Joint Director, 

Party No. 2 Employee State Insurance 

Corporation Panchdeep Bhawani 
Ganeshpeth, Nagpur 

AWAIO) 

Dated; 1st December 2006 

1. The (Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between THE PRESIDENT, ESIC, 
SRO, Panchdeep, Bhavan, Ganeshpeth, Nagpur- 
440 OlSParty No.l and THE JOINT DIRH2TOR, Employee 
State Insurance Corporation Panchdeep Bhawan, 
Ganeshpeth, Nagpur Party No.2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-15011/1/ 
2003 [IR(M)] Dt. 02-07-2003 under clause (d) of sub Section 
(1) and sub Sectimi (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 [14 of 1947] widi the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of ESI 
Corporation Nagpur through its Joint Director in not paying 
proportionate wa^s to the part time Sweeper / Scavengers 
and Water Carriers engaged by their offices is proper, legal 
and justified? If not, what relief the said part time 
Scavengers Sweepers and water carriers are eligible to T\ 

3. The perusal of record indicates that the present 
petitioner did not attend the Tribunal despite the notice 
right from the receipt of the disputes to the court. The 
Respondent on 26-07-2005 aR)eared and his counsel filed 
the Vakalatnama Later on nolxxly appeared even till today 


New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 164.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govonmeat hCTcby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP/78/ 
2002) of the OntraKjovenunent Industrial Tribunal/L^x)ur 
Court Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of The Manganese Ore (India) Ltd. and their 
workman which was received by the Ontral Govemraent 
on 22-12-2006. 


[No. L-27012/4/97-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXDI®: 

BEFORE aiRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGrr-CUM-LABOURCOURT,NAGPUR 

CASE NO. NGP/78/2002 Date 1-12-2006 


Petitioner : 

Smt. Laxmibai W/o Late Shri Venkat 

Party No. 1 

Kishan Somkuwar, S. M. K. K. Sangh, 
The President Kamgar Bhawan, 
Hardas Nagar, Kamptee, 

Dist Nagpur. 


Versus 

Respondent : 
Party No. 2 

The Manganese Ore, (India) Ltd., 

3, Mount Roa^ Extension, Nagpur 
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AWARD 

Dated: Isl December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Smt. Laxmibai W/o Late Shri 
Venkat Kishan Somkuwar, S.M.K.K. Sangh, The President 
Kaingar Bhawan, Hardas Nagar, Kamptcc, Dist. Nagpur 
Parly No. 1 and The joint Director, Employee Stale 
Insurance Corporation Panchdeep Bhawan, Ganeshpeth, 
Nagpur Party No. 2 refcrretl the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its Letter No. 1,-27012/4/97-IR(M) Dt. 
04-02-1998 under clause (d) of sub Section (1) &Sub Section 
(2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of 
Manganese Ore, (India) Ltd., Nagpur in not providing job 
to Smt. Laxmibai widow of Shri Venkat Somkuwar a piece 
rates through the President Sidharth Manganese Khadan 
Kamgar Sangh, Kamptee, Dist. Nagpur on the ground of 
her medical imfitncss, is legal, proper and justified? If not 
to what relief Smt. Laxmibai is eligible ?” 

3. The reference came up for hearing on 1 12-2006 
before the Tribunal, nobody is present for iuiy of the party. 
Tlic pcmsal of record indicates that the dispute was initially 
referred toC.G.I.T.-cum-LabourCourt, Jabalpur. It was later 
on Iransfenrcrl to this court in the month of August 2002. 
The notices were sent to the Petitioner as well as to the 
management even by registered post nobody appeared 
right from the date of receipt of the reference. The petitioner 
or the Union representative did not file their appearance in 
the case for near about 4 years. The counsel for the 
Management appeared and he has filed even W.S. but the 
Petitioner or the Union has not filed even a Statement of 
Claim till today. I do not think it proper to continue the case 
pending for filing of the Statement of Claim though the 
petitioner is not attending the court from such long lime. 
Hence it is disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its 
stands as dismissed and the award is passed that the action 
of the management is legal, proper and the petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated I -12-2006 A. N. Y AD AV, Presiding Officer 

M 22 2006 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 165.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP/29/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cuin- 
Labour Court Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Manganese Ore (India) Ltd. and 
their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-2701 l/8/2003-IR(M)l 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANMOCURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAVPRESIDINGOrnCER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOlJRCOlJRT,NAGPlJR 

CASE NO. NGP/29/20()4 Date 4-12-2006 

Petitioner/Worker Shri Bhushaii Laxman, Piece rated 

Party No. 1 Worker of Chikhla Mine, through the 

Secretary, Rashtriya Manganese 
Ma^door Sangh, (INTUC) Bansi Villa 
Compound, Katol Road, 
Nagpur-440013 

Versus 

Respondent/Management The General Manager (P), 
Party No. 2 M. O. (I) Ltd., 3 Mount 

Extension, P. O. Box No 34, 
Nagpur-440001. 

AWARD 

Dated: 4th December 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of dispute between Shri Bhushan Laxman, 
through the Secretary,Rashtriya Manganese Mazdoor 
Sangh, (INTUC) Bansi Villa Compound, Katol Road, 
Nagpur-440013 Party No. 1 and The General Manager 
(P) Party No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to this 
TribunalviV/e its Letter No. L-2701 l/8/2003-IR(M) Dt. 24- 
02-2004 under clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub Section 
(2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) with the fol low ing schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of 
Manganese Ore, (India) Ltd., Nagpur in imposing the 
penalty of dismissal w.c.f. 15-1-2003. on Shri Bhushan 
Laxman,Piece rated worker of Chikhla Mine, is justified?If 
not to what relief the workman concerned is entitled ?" 

3. The reference came for hearing on before the 
Tribunal, on 4-12-2006. Today the petitioner is absent and 
on behalf of respondent his counsel is present. It seems 
that the notices of this reference were issued lo both the 
parties on 13-6-2005. Nobody appeared for the petitioner 
on behalf of Management its counsel is present. The 
petitioner workman never appeared before this court either 
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in response to the notice issued by the Ministry or a notice 
issued by this Tribunal. Right from 13-6-2005 the case is 
pending for Statement of Claim and till today even the 
statement of claim is not filed, though more than the year 
has been lapsed. This indicate^ that the petitioner is not 
interested in prosecuting the reference as he is not 
attending the court. Hence it is dispose of for his default 
and. the reference is answer that the petitioner workman 
party No. 1 Bhushan Laxman is not entitled for any relief 
and the action of the management is legal and proper. 

Hence this award. 

Dated 4-12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

si 22 2006 
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New Delhi, the 22nd Decemb^, 2006 

S.O. 166 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CITR/8/ 
99) of the (Central (jovemment Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court Ajmer now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the manageipent of Hindustan Zinc Ltd. and their workman 
which was received by the Central Government on 
22-12-2006. 

INo:L-29012/47/99-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
3t3W 

msJlT-^31Tf^3TR-8/1999 

S. T^-29012/47/99/37nf3nT (1^) 
28 - 5-99 
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“WhethCT the action of the management of Hindustan 
Zinc Ltd., Rarapura, Aghucha Mines, P.O. Aghucha 
Distt. Bhilwara in terminating the service of Sh. 
Lokendria Singh Rathore S/o Shri Man Singh 
Rathore w.e.f. 1-1-91 is legal and justified”? If not 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled to T* 
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"jY 9rfbq7 t ^^#13 ^ ^ ■am 

^1 m 22-9-89 t fq? mMf ■qft dc^ l d) 

3^. "^ft. 3 ft. ^ f^«b!RV( SK RlW 3fk frouT 

■^^■^3^1: <hw[d4 tY ^ "#3 fMt? amf^ 

RrifH^s feT3 3R1 37mfm ^ ^ 1^13 

^ ^ 1^ Twr mi WR "ft* 

afk fqqtqm ^ sH jfti TffcnT^ ^ ^ntiH 

■qft I^Fft^Rt sfti ■^. aft. "ft ^ ^ 

airnfm ^ mrft ^ 1^ "ami mt ^mim nm mi 
tY ^ mrft ^ sft arsiftc^^p^q 

mn m s tm aftm pf%ii -aftmft tY 

fmftjR ^ 3m TifsFm ti ^ sm 

miift wft f m fq^ipKi mrmR ^ y^biRid mr ■apfm rb 
3nftf^ m Ritm afb ^ ^ ^ ti qft 

■qfMm m ^ ^ -cm ^imi t d^Mtici 

^ ^ -p fWm M^h 4 ^ ti Prcr 

240mrft 4 ti -amt ft 1^ ss 

mTftq^fmmiRFmp2(oo) aft^lteftm^afttii, ^amftq 
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^Hiq^4|oh(il Mtl 1 tFRT '+)<.A TT^^TT 

■tJTsrf ^ 3TT^ ^ ■5FT ^ TR^ 

^ t I 771^ ■^' TJ^ 1 ^ 

8 ^ 'sf^' "S^ffpr TR^ ^ I ^f^Mt 

^RK Rf^ ^RyR?4R7 RR ?N27 RR "SR^ RR RfcTRft^FR 
RRRTRT f I MclfellR RR?f RR-1 "5^ 26 R^ Rf^* 

RRffm RRRT RR: TRR^ RTt I 

^TRR^ RR 9IR^ fRRR, RRIR# RR 37R#RRT I 
^ ^ 3Tr%IRR<n ^ 1994 (2) 3TRR^3TR 32 

I 3TRT87f ^ 3lf«fRRRT ^ 2006 R^TR^^IR 68 ^ 

i RNf R^’ ^ ■JTFp ^ RR RR^IR 3TsqRR 

f^RT I 

^RRR^ ^ 3TR^-37R^ 37fR5rRRf 3#^ RTSpif ^ # 
R?TR ■5RR#R R^ t i RR^ RT^ ^ K 

I -1 “91 ^ RR R^ 4 240 f^ RR^ ^ R^ RR 7TRR t, 

afRR^ % RTR! ^ ^RR 31RfR tI 240 ^ 37fRR^ RR^ R^ 
^ 3TR^ 3TfRR^' t ! Rl^ ^ ^ R^ 

1 ^ 8 R^#‘ Rft Rf^’ RR%I R^ t' 1 RR?f 1 

afi^RRR 3ER 11^ RTR! ^ 3TT^fR. 25-1-90 

^ar^RK 27-1-90 ^ 26-2-90 RRf^. 15-3-90^37^ 
27-2-90 7^ 31-3-90 RRt^. 3-11-90 ^ 3TgRK 1-10-90 ^ 
31-10-90 RR1R. 19-12-90 ^31^RR 1-11-90 30-11-90 

aik RRfRRTR^ 7-1^91 ^ 37^;RR 1-12-90 R 31 -12-90 RR^ 
RR^Jf^fRrt^ 155 I RR^T RTRf 

Tneff ^ R#l^' ^ 37^RR i\ RR R^ k ^ 155 'M ^ 
Rr 4 t I ■?R4^ 37fRftRR ^3RR ^ fR^f^ 371^' 

^ t f^ TTR. 3^. JJHIR3R ^ 37rR?fRT R7 ^ 
3TRTkR ^ obi4 0.^. 34* RTTIRvR k ^ 3'H°h Pl^^l 3fk 

PiRR - u i k’ RR4 RR4 RT«fi RtI 73RT RRl RT I RTR! R^t RER k’ 
^ RTF 3:791 RRT RT I <rRc^ RTRTR^RT«ff R RTR-^ RR4 

RR RRT ^ RR^ 37RfR RRItR ^ 37Ft RTt Rite 

RRj RR7-RR> RTF %R ^5]TRt 7^ 37THR RIR RTF ^ 
Rr 4 Ri^ 3972(4 3TfteT7t ^ RRlk^TR ftel t I RRR 
k Rte# RR R^tl RR R^* t t W RRR^ R^ ^ 

RR. 3lJ. RTI tetel RT RR. 3Tf. ^ PH^^TR 3^^ 
k RR. 37 J. 3fIRTR k’ ^ 31RTfTR RH RR4 RR^ 
F^ RcF PiP^R ' a 37Rf%T ^ ^ ! 37R: RF R>T^ 

R5iR Rf^ an, RR^ 37fq^ teR R^' t 3Tn: RIR 2 (00) 
3(1^)PlR 37MW7 ^ 3fteT Riafi RR RTR^ WRt R7t 

RftRTRl k R^’ 37TRT I 4 r 1TR) Rtaff R^ 37RTfRl ^ Rr 4 
•q3T.^.3Tt. Rft RFTRRT4 RR^ 3#FR k Rr 4 3TRf%I 

^ R91 RRT an I 37R: ^HR 25R3F 3tetRR^ fRRlR 37fR 

fRRR RR 3crxRRH RFf RTRT RT RRRIT i 


3TT^7T 

9>c14: RFJR JrRTR RR RRR F^T RRRT "k tFRI ■Jiiai "t 
fF^RllR 1^ k#TR4 37?]^ IrBT RkTRTST R RRRR 

57tRpiteteFR^te4fR. 1 - 1-91 k 

RRIRl RR?n TlR t I RTaff RRf 3T^te RTRI RR[R RR 

37fterdR^‘t I 

Rp. TTR. telRR, ^RTRiafkl 

r| fR^, 27 fRR^, 2006 

W,37T. 167. —3fknfnR7tteR 37kTfRRR, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14) RTt aiTR 17 ^ ST^RRR R, <=h'4lR RTRR3 RT^ 
R.q>l^4<)'4 kr. ^ RRaTTHf RRS fRRt^RRR 37k RRR^ RrIrRR 
^ RTR, 37^R«1 R* fkf^ 3ll4llPrR7 fteR k’ «h'Rl'H RTRRT 
3tePlR? 37f«JR7RR/31R 'RlRIdR, XTTRl^g^ RR^ RRTS 
(RRk'ten 173/2006) RTIRR^lf^RRcft f,RR ch-iOR RiR^E 
R^ 22-12-2006 RR W|3TT RT I 

[R. R:^-30012/117/97-371^ 37R(Rt-I) ] 
37Rrq ■^RTT te, teF arfRRRk 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 167.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 173/2006) 
of the Central Govenunent hidastrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Emakulam-Kochi now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Kochi Refineries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Govenunent 
on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-30012yi 17/97-IR(C-1)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNIsXUKK 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMIsNT INDIJSTRIAI. 
TRIBUNAI.-CUM-1.ABOUR COURi; ERNAKULAM 

Present 

ShriPX.Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Otticer 

(Tuesday the 12th day of December, 2006/21 st 
Agrahayana, 1928) 

LD. 173/2006 

(IT). 1/99 of Labour Court, Ernakulam) 

Workman/Union: The Vice President 

Ktx'hi Refineries 
Employees Association 
Ambalamughal 
Kochi. 


Adv. Shri C.S. Ajith Prakash. 
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Management; The Qent^tal Mail^^ 

(HRM) 

Kcichi Refineries Ltd. 
^nbdi 
Kochi. 

Adv. M/s MehOtt & P®i* 

AWARD 

This is aiefawncc madeby Central tSovrann^t undo: 
Section 10 (l)(d) of Industrial l>isputcs Act, 1947 (0 diis 
court for adjudication. The reference is: 


New Delhi, the 27lli December, 2006 

S O# 168.—pursuance of Section 17 of the 
IndusWal Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of IW),Jhe 

(jovemment hereby publishes (he «w»id (Ref. No.o3/2TO) 

of the CcntralGovemment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 

Court No. Hf New Delhi as shown in thcAnncxure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
(he management of CP.W.D.and theirworieman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
27-124tJ06. 

[No. L^201 l/9/2006-IR(DU)] 
" CT rocMTill X SINfiH. Desk OfficO" 


“Whether the union is justified in dcihifiSlftg the 
disposal of grievances of worionen listed in Aimexutc 
• Al’ as per Clause 31 of certified standing orders? If 
so, what directions are requaed to be issuedT’ 

2, When the matter came up for consideration the 
learned cotmsel for the union reported that the dethaml of 
the union for disposal of the grievance of workmen listed 
in Annexure Al, as per Qausc 31 of certified standing 
orders, is met by the management and in respect of those 
grievances the union has no dispute at present. However 
they are concerned about future delay in disposal of similar 
grievances to be raised by the wodemen. But suffice to say 
that the present dispute is not in existence as grievances 
of the workmen are met and redressed by die management.- 

3. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 

grievances of the woriemen is redressed by the management 
and therefore the demand of the union for disposal of 
grievances of the workmen listed in Annexure Al, as per 
Clause 31 of certified standing orders, is not justified; No 
cost. 


Dictated to the personal Assistant, transcribed and 
lyped by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 12th 
day of December, 2006. 

AppcndixNU . P.L. NOR^ERT, Presiding Officer 

168.—1947 (1947 
^ i4)’^«ira 17 ^ 

^ II, ^ (^^ 

63/2006) ^ HWftWI 27-12-2006 

^ «1T I ' 

[U T^-42011/9/2006-311^ 31R(^ ^ 3 


MgyORR T H^ pmSDlNG OM?’ICER: cmv ilcAl# 

goVesinment industrial T^JBIJNAL^CUM- 

IJtflOm COUIH’-IL NE^ 
PRlSlDINGOIjlGEIIiRN*RAI. LD.No.63fl00i6 


Inthcmirtterofj 


Shfl Bhag Chand and Another, 

G/g; Hie Joint Secretary, ^ 

AH lndi«0>WD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan (Regf), 
4823, Balbir NagtefExtension, 


GidiNo.l3,Shahdra, 

Deilii. 


' Versus 

Superintending Engineer, Conortfinetion Circle, 

(EIcc.),<WH, 

RX.Puram, 

NewDelhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-420 11^/ 

2006-IR(DU) Central Government dt. U-7-2006 has refcned 
the following point for adjudication. 

the point nins as hereunder:— 

“Whether the demand of the All India CPWD (MRM) 
KMainohai Sangathan in necking tegulatoUm of 
the services of (» SIni Bhag Chand and ^ 
Kishan in the hi^ly skilled category and (U) 
the seven workmen as listed in the ; Annexure fro® 
the date of completion of240 days service is just, fair 
and legal? If so, to what icUcf the wori^ c6nccmcd 
are entitled to and from which date.’* 

-It transpires from perusal of die order^^etto 
registered notice was sent to the workmen on 21-8-2006 

fixingll-10-2(X)6fOTfdlmgclrim statement but the worb^ 

did turn up. Management was present. Again 

was given for filling claim statement but the workmen did 

not turn up. Management was’ present. 

No dispute award is given. 

Dated 19-12-2006 R.N.RAI, Presiding Officer 


83GI/07—« 
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^.3n. 169 .—1947 (1947 
^ 14)^ «nTT 17 ^ <^-s0-4 

^77^ 4^i 0|«6 3rflToR^/?!R ^ 

w 117/2004) ^ t, ^ 

27-12-2006 «1TI 

[K ^-14012/16/2004-311^ 3TK (^S^)] 

fm, 3ifq^ 

New Delhi, the 27thDecember, 2006 

S.O. 169.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 117/ 
2(X)4) tM'thc Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Laboiir Court No. II, New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Defence Standaridzation Cell and 
their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

(No. L-14012/16/2004-IR (DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

annf:xure 

BFTORK THE PRESIDING OmCER: 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
'n<IBUNAlv-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. II, 
NF:wnra,Hi 

Presiding Officer; R.N. Ral 

LD.No, 117/2004 

In the matter of: 

Shri Mukesh Kumar, 

C/o. Rashtriya General Mazdoor Union, 

F-35, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110 015. 

Versus 

The Officer-in-Charge, 

Defence Standardization Cell, 

Rak.sha Manak Bhawan, 

Defence Camping Ground, 

Badarpur, New Delhi-110044. 

AWARD 

The Mini.stry of Labour by its letter No. L-14012/ 

16/2004 [IR (DU)J Central Government dated 12-07-2004 
has referred the following point for adjudication. 


The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of Officer- 
In-Charge, Defence Standardization Cell, Raksha 
Manak Bhawan, Defence Camping Ground, New 
Delhi in terminating the services of Shri Mukesh 
Kumar, Ex. Safai Karainchari w.e.f. 12-05-2003 is just 
and legal ? II not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to and from which date?.” 

The workman applicant has filed statement of claim. 
In the statement of claim it has been mentioned that the 
workman is a permanent employee of Delence Department 
as Sweeper posted at Badarpur, New Delhi. The workman 
has joined the services as Sweeper on 9th August, 2000 
and the workman has last drawn salary of Rs. 2, 348 per 
month. 

That since his joining as Sweeper the workman has 
been performing his duties faithfully and sincerely, to the 
best satisfaction of the management. 

That the workman has been appointed as Sweeper 
through Employment Exchange, Kirbi Place, Cantt., New 
Delhi. The workman has raised demand of statutory 
benefits ESI, P.F., Cash Leave etc. several times but the 
management has not given any heed towards the workman. 

That on 19-05-2003 the management has terminated 
illegally the workman without any cause or reason and 
without giving any notice even the management has not 
complied under Section 25-F of ID Act, 1947. The 
management has terminated the services without any 
inquiry/chargeshcct. 

That the management refused to keep in employment 
orally to the workman from 19-05-2003 without giving the 
salary of the workman for the month of April, 2003 and 
18 days salary for the month of May, 2003. 

That the statutory benefits, ESI, PF, Bonus, Wages, 
treatment etc. were not provided to the workman by the 
management for which he had been urging upon 
consequently the management became amioyed against 
him. 

That being aggrieved with the said illegal 
tennination the workman has sent a demand notice dated 
28-05-2003 to the management which has been received 
by the management and not replied. 

That the termination amounts to illegal, capricious 
and unjustified retrenchment for want of written 
termination order with cogent reasons, payment of notice 
wages and retrenchment compensation and the job, post, 
juniors and fresh hands in place of the workman continue 
with the management. 

That the workman is entitled to reinstatement with 
full back wages for the intervening period of un¬ 
employment in spite of best efforts w.e.f. 19-05-2(K)3. 
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That the wcKrkman i$^IK>i^Nit^Uy ein{)|oy) 9 ^ after 
his illegal termioation b^e thf,lV 9 ;lQDjhiM| 4 s ^U|^ 
reinstatement in service wiUlTtU} b^ek;W 4 ge^,)f; 9 i|tuiuity 
of service and all odier consequent benefit which this 
Hon’blc Court deems fil ah^ iird^ib the circumstances 
of the case be also awarded tu'die workman. 

The management/res|}a^4^f written 

statement. Inthe writteQ statemqititta been staged that 
Shri Muksh Kumar, S/o Slui NarfMb^Uigh was a casual 
worker employed for conservapcy duties at; Defence 
Standarization Cell, Npw D^hi w,e,f. ;9tb August, 2000. 

That the woikman was employ^ tm an agreement and 
was paid @ Rs. 90.30 per day; i.c. not exceeding 
Rs. 2,348/- in a month as per the sanction of tb^Goyerpment 

That the quality of wcnks/services of the w<Mrkman 
was not satisfactory due to which his services were 
terminated in May, 2003. He was sponsored by 
Employment Exchange, Kirbi Place and was enq>loyed 
alongwith three others^ 

That the workman was not entitld to. ai^y stahitc^^^)^ 
like ESI, PF and leave as ppr;the.,agt’eemcnt.,'nicsc 
benefits were included in the daily wages of ks. 90.30 
which \Vere paid to him in full. No pmtton of this wage 
was retained for contibotion towards these statutory 
benefits. His services were terminated on <me Week of 
notice issued to him verbally. 

That the charge-sheet was not prepared since Shri 
Mukesh Kumar was a casual labour and not a permanent 
staff. He was asked to sign the contingent bill to claim 
the salary for April, 2003 but he refused to do so. 

That the claimant is not entitled for any statutory 
benefits as he has not made any contnbution towards 
them. He had served a legal notice to this establii^ment 
through Shri R.D. Kaushiki Advocate, Supreme Court 
which was replied vide oar letter NodJSC-ND/Adm./ 
MKSCW/Pa5094 dated 30th July, 2003, 

That the services of thepl^mant w^ere tenninated 
being unsatisfactory. Hts reinstatement is not acceptable 
as his services were unsa^sfactevy. 


2* ‘^tiiJed to 

retmi^pteut .ppp^^s^pu^. ' .''' 

3. Whether^ - < the ( woidtmax i /cnkttled to 

reinstatement?; Ji, 


4. Amount of backWifges?' ’ ■ ' - ^ ^ 

Issue No. 1. 


The case of the workman .appl^^ is that he was 
engaged <ni 09-08-2000 as a Sweeper al the jncumily salary 
of Rs. 2, 348/-. His smvic^s were .teripinated on 
12-05-2003. The mttosgeineut has ‘ad^mitied the 
engagement of the worieman. 

The case of the management is thm he was engaged 


The workman has sigoe4 tbe contract of engagement. 

’ The workman has been engagedffor providing 
services for cleaning of the office; premises, reception 


con^ancy se^ices ^ pWU pcysponcl. The 

maoagem^t is pot d^^|^ging spyj^gn fiction. It is 
not also case of ^npinagfj^^ in 

sovqeign fimctionj Xlte. st^i^ were 

terpiinated without giving, bijni, rekffoc^ 

. compens^iom " . 


It becomes quite obvious Inms the evidence of the 
parties andcase of claim statement and written statement 
that the workman worked in 2001, 2002 for 240 days. 
He worked in 2000 and 2003^alsO. He has been engaged 
on monthly basis. So it was the duty of tln» management 
to pay , hina retrcncJhmcot jCOPipensation. No 
compensation or notice pay has been, given to the 
workman applicant. 

It is proved^ fr<3ia t^ re^ir|s t^at dte workman has 
Wpriced for 240 days in 2001 wd 2002, He was (^pgaged 
in August, 2000 and he wo^<^ to May, The 
management has alsp admitted that the wc>^nian has 
wepked continuously. $p it is p^yed.,thal the woi^an 
wpdted ^lea^t for 24Qda^iiV2(^ This 

issue is 4Bci4e4 acce^^ 

issue No. 2. 


The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated fhe averments pf his claim 
statement and has denied most of Aep^as of ^ written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim staiement. 

Evidence of both tbe.parties l^J>e<?n taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

From perusal of the pleading of the prties the following 
issues arise for determination. 

1. Whether the woikman has completed 240 
days service in betwe^ 2000 to2003? 


It was submitted from tlte side of the management 
that he has been given appOf^ment bn certain tenns and 
coodittons; He has ingned the agfeOmentof at^intm^. 
He has beoi given periodic^ appmatments. It is admitted 
case that die wmklnan has worked regularly from August, 
2000 to May, 2003. He has worked for more than 240 
days least in 2 years his services.! 

In view of Item VA Schedule the 

managemerii ,caiinbt give casual and . temporary 
a|)^mtment and agal^. iSu^ a(^ihffflbnts have 
been termed unf^ labour p^Oce. ' 

It was 

tha^ the mapi^enieiit ipdidgehau^ 
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practice. Section 25 U provides that a person who co mmi ts 
any unfair labour practice will be punishable with 
imprisonment for a term which may extend to six months 
or with fine, which may extend to Rs.lOOO or with both. 
The intention of the legislature in enacting 25 T & 25 U is 
obvious. The legislature wanted that in case. Casual and 
Badlis are engaged for a long period, it amounts to unfair 
labour practice. There is punitive clause for committing 
unfair labour practice. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
Vih Schedule of the 10 Act specifies some practices as 
unfair labour practice- The Vth Schedule clause 10 
provides the criteria for ascertaining unfair labour 
practice. It is extracted as hereunder :— 

“To employ workman as Badlis, Casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for years 
with the object of depriving them of the status and 
privilege of a permanent workman.” 

Clause 10 of the Vth Sehedule stipulates that in 
case the workmen are employed as Casuals, Badlis or 
Temporary and they are continued as such for years, it 
will amount to unfair labour practice. In the instant case 
the workman has been continued as casual and temporary 
for more than 3 years. It establishes to the hilt that the 
respondend/management has committed unfair labour 
practice. The workman has been engaged for more than 
240 days as casual and temporary and thereafter he has 
been removed. He has not been paid retrenchment 
compensation. 

It was submitted that Section 25 F, G, T, U and 
Clause 10 of the Vth Schedule of the ID Act have been 
deliberately violated. 

In the Constitution Bench Judgment in Uraa Devi’s 
case these matters were not at issue. In case a workman 
has workecl for more than 240 years and the work is of 
continuous and regular nature he should be paid 
retrenchment compensation. In case retrenchment 
compensation is not paid section 25 F of the ID Act is 
attracted. There is no cessation of his services. He is 
deemed continued in service in the eye of law. In case 
there is breach of section 25 F the service is continued 
and reinstatement follows as a natural consequence. 

ID Act, 1947 has been enacted to safeguard the 
interest of the workmen belonging to poor segment of 
society. It appears that legislature wanted that such 
workmen should not be harassed un-nccessarily so 
section 25 F, U, T and Clause 10 of Vth Schedule have 
been enacted. The objects and reasons of ID Act, 1947 
show that the respondent management should not be 
permitted to indulge in any unfair labour practice. The 
workman should not be engaged for years and then he 
should be removed all of a sudden. There is provision of 
retrenchment compensation for his removal. 
Retrenchment compensation is for compensating him 


otherwise so that he can survive long interregnum of 
unemployment. In the in&tant case no retrenchment 
compensation has been paid. 

The contract of appointment signed by the workman 
is absolutely void u/s. 23 of the Indian Contract Act. The 
management has taken advantage of its bargaining 
capacity and has constrained the workman to sign the 
contract of appointment as the workman was out of 
employment. Such contract of appointment are hit u/s 23 
of the Indian Contract Act. The management should 
have given him one month’s pay in lieu ot notice and 
retrenchment compensation at the time of retrenchment. 

The workman was entitled for retrenchment 
compensation in view of his continuous service from 
August, 2000 to May, 2003. This issue is decided 
accordingly. 

Issue No. 3 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman even if he has completed 240. days work 
is not entitled to reinstatement. He is at the best entitled 
to a certain sum of compensation. 

It has been provided u/s 11 A. of the Act, 1947 that 
in case dismissal or discharge order is set aside the natural 
course is ordered for reinstatement. In ca.se reinstatement 
is not possible in that case compensation is to be given. 
The management is still functioning gainfully hence, there 
is no question of compensation. 

It is settled law of the land that in case of illegal and 
arbitrary discharge without payment of retrenchment 
compensation the valuable remedy is reinstatement. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the Hon’ble Apex Court in 2006 (4) Scale has put 
down a complete ban on regularization and reinstatement. 
The Hon’ble Apex Court has held that employment can 
only be made on the basis of procedure established in 
that behalf envisaged by the Constitution. Equality of 
opportunity is the hallmark and the Constitution enshrines 
affirmative action to ensure that unequal are not treated 
equals. So public employment should be in terms of 
constitutional scheme. 

It was further submitted that the Constitution Bench 
Judgment has afforded a right according to which the 
government is not precluded from making temporary 
appointments or engaging workers on daily wages. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court has not declared the 
provision of ID Act un-constitutional. The Government 
has got no license to make always appointment of daily 
wagers and to continue them for life time. Fixed term 
tenure appointments and temporary appointments camiot 
be the rule of public employment. At the time of making 
temporary appointments Articles 14, 16, 21, 23, 226 & 
309 are infringed. There is no constitutional mandate that 



[^II—3(ii)] 


313 


w ^ ; ^spraitt 20 , imi/m 30 ,1928 

the Government is at liberty to go on giving fixed term It has been held in 19,78 Lab IC 1668 that in case 

appointments for the entire tenure of service of an service of a worieman is terminated illegrfly die normal 


employee. 

No such Article of the Constitution has been 
pointed out under which the Government or Public 
Sector units can continue incessantly to give temporary 
and fixed term appointments again and again. Since fixed 
term appointments and temporary appointments are not 
governed by any constitutionai scheme, such discrimi¬ 
nation will amount to vicious discretion. The 
Government of Public Sector unit will go on resorting 
to the method pick and choose policy and give temporary 
and adhoc appointments to their favorites and thus the 
principles of equality enshrined in the constitution will 
be given a go bye. Such is not tl» intent of the Hon’blc 
Apex Court. However, in this judgment the provision of 
the ID Act governing the services of die workman have 
not been declared un-constitutional. Reinstatement is 
the remedy provided in the ID Act for breach of several 
provisions enumerated therein cm: for breach of service 
rules provided in various labour welfare legislations. 

Section 11 A of the ID Act stipulates that in case 
the Tribunal is satisfied that the order of discharge or 
dismissal was not justified, it may, by its award, set aside 
the order of discharge or dismissal and direct 
reinstatement of the workman on such terms and 
conditions, if any, as it thinks fit m: give such other relief 
to the workman including the award of any lesser 
punishment in lieu of discharge or dismiss^ as Uie 
circumstance of the case may require. According to this 
benign provision this Tribunal has the authority to set 
aside the order of discharge or dismissal and reinstate 
the workman on the terms and conditions as it thinks fit 

The Hon’blc Apex Court in 2006 (4) Sc^e has not 
annulled section llA of the ID Act and the legislature 
has authorized this Tribunal to set aside dismissal or 
discharge on its consideration and direct reinstatement. 
The judgn^nt cited by the management is not iqiplicable 
in the facts and circumstances of the case. 

A three Judges bench of the Hoo’ble Apex Court 
has held in 1993—^II - LU that termination of services 
affects the livelihood of not only of the employee but 
also of the dependents. So in case of illegal tomination 
of service the workman should be reinstated. 

My attention was drawn by the Ld. Counsel of the 
wcxkman to 2000IXR 523 State of UP and Rajender Sin^, 
The Hon’blc i^)ex Court ordered for reinstatement with 
full back wages as the services of the daily wager cleaner 
who worked for 4 years was dispensed with without 
following the procedure for retrenchment. In the instant 
case also no retrenchment compensation has been paid. 
This case law squarely covers the instant case. 


rule is to reinstate him with full back wages. 

My attention was further drawn to AIR 2002 SC 
1313. The Hon’blc Supreme Court has held that daily 
wager even if serving for a short period should be 
reinstated. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
in the instant case Section 25 F, G of the ID Act is 
attracted. In Section 25 of the ID Act it has been {novided 
that if a workman has performed 240 days work and if 
the woric is of continuous and regular nature he should 
be given pay in lieu of notice and retrenchment 
compensation. 

It has been held by the Hon’blc Apex Court that 
there is no cessation of service in case provisions of 
Section 25 F are not complied. In the instant case no 
compensation has been paid to the workman. He has 
continuously worked for more than 3 years. 

Reinstatement should not be misconceived as 
regularization. By the order of reinstatement the status 
quo ante of the workman is restored. He is given back 
wages in order to compensate him for his illegal dis¬ 
engagement. This is a special remedy, provided in ID Act 
and it has not been annulled and set aside by any judgment 
of the Hon’blc Apex Court, The provisions of the ID 
Act are still constitutional and they are to.be given effect 
too. 

In such cases the workman is reinstated with back 
wages and the respondents have every right, after 
payment of back wages and reinstatement, to retrench 
him validly following the principles of first come last 
go so feat Section 25, G & H of the ID Act arc not 
violated. 

In view of the law cited above the workman is 
entitled to reinstatement wife back wages. This issue is 
decided acccurdingly. 

Issue No. 4 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman is not entitled to full back wages. He 
has served the management from August, 2000 to May, 
2003. So he is entitled to no back wages. 

It was submitted fiom the side of the management 
that payment of full back wages is not the natural 
consequence of the order of discharge or dismissal being 
set aside. 

It has been held in (2003) 6 SCC 141 that it is 
incumbent upon the labour court to decide fee quantum 
of back wages. 

It has been further held in this case feat payment 
of back wages having discretionary element involved it 
is to be dealt wife the facts and circumstances of the 
case. No definite fonnula can be evolved. 
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It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages in its entirety is the statutory sanction. In 
(2003) 4 see 27 the Hon’ble Apex Court held that in 
view of delay in raising the dispute and initiating the 
proceedings back wages need not be allowed. In the 
instant case there is no delay at least on the part of the 
workman in raising the dispute. 

In 2004 VIII AD SC 444 the Hon’ble Apex 
Court upheld the order of reinstatement with 25% back 
wages. 

In 1978 Lab IC 1968 - three Judges Bench of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that payment of full back wages 
is the normal rule. In case services have been illegally 
terminated either by dismissal or discharge or 
retrenchment, in such circumstance the workman is 
entitled to full back wages except to the extent he was 
gainfully employed during the enforced idleness. In the 
instant case the workman was always ready to work but 
he was not permitted on account of invalid act of the 
employer. 

In AIR 2002 SC 1313 the Hon’blc Apex Court 
reduced the back wages to 25%. 

In 2005 IV AD SC 39 - three Judges Bench of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that reinstatement with full 
back wages is justified. In this case the workman has 
performed more than 240 days work and he has been 
retrenched without payment of compensation and pay in 
lieu of notice. 


two months from the date of publication of the award. 
Award is given accordingly. 

Dated: 18-12-2006. 

R.N. R AI, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 2006 

170.—4^)0 l<b 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ 

w withR ^ ^ cb4<bKT 

^ -4' filch 

104/99) ^ y=blfi^M Wt ^ ^ 

27-12-2006 ^ 13TT «Jn 

[^■. 13:^-42012/95/99-airf 3IK C^)] 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 170.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 104/ 
99) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court Bangalore, as shown in the Annexurc in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Nuclear Power Corporation and 
their workmen which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 


It was submitted from the side of the management 
that reinstatement is not the only remedy. In such cases 
the workman may be given compensation. Section 
11A of the ID Act, 1947 provides that in case of dismissal 
or discharge is found illegal reinstatement should be 
ordered. It has been held in a catena of cases by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court that reinstatement with full back 
wages is the normal rule. The statute provides for 
reinstatement. In certain exceptional cases where the 
undertaking has been closed down or it has become sick 
there may be order for payment of compensation. In 
the instant case the undertaking is not sick. 

The workman applicant is found entitled to 25% 
back wages in the facts and circumstances of the present 
case. This issue is decided accordingly. 

The reference is replied thus: 


[No. L 42012/95/99-IR(DU)1 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 


CENllUU. GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAl. 
TRroUNAI.-CUM-l>ABOUR COURT, BANGA1.0RE 

Dated: 13 th December 2006 


PRESENT 

Shri A.R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R,No, 104/1999 


I Party 
Shri Mohan, 

C/o. Shri Azeer Saheb Khan, 
Amanakop Post, 

Joganko, 

Haliyal-581329 
Karnataka State 


II Party 

The Senior Manager 
(P&IR), 

Nuclear Power 
Corporation, 

Kaiga Project, 
Kaiga-581400 


The action of the management of Officer-in-Charge, 
Defence Standarization Cell, Raksha Manak Bhawan, 
Defence Camping Ground, New Delhi in terminating 
the services of Shri Mukesh Kumar, Ex, Safai Karamchari 
w.e.f. 12-05-2003 is neither just nor 
legal. The management is directed to reinstate the workman 
applicant w.e.f. 12-05-2003 with 25% back wages within 


APPEARANCES 

1 St Party Shri V S Naik, 

Advocate 

2nd Party : Shri Ramesh Upadhyaya, 

Advocate 
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AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (2 A) of the Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute vide order. No. L-42012/95/99-IR(DU) dated 13th 
September, 1999 for adjudication on the following 
Schedule: 

SCIffiDULE 

“Whether the action of the managemeilt of Ntielear 
Power Corporation, Kaiga Project itf compulsorily 
retiring Shri Mc^an, Ex-Heavy Vehicle Driver, from 
service is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to?’ 

2. The first party workman by his Claim Statement 
while challenging the order passed against him 
compulsorily retiring from services as illegal and unjust 
also, challenged the enquiry proceedings as opposed to 
principles of natural justice ai^ challenged the enquiry 
findings as suffering from perversity alleging among other 
grounds that the charges levelled against him that he 
contracted a second marriage and deserted his wife 
without giving any maintenance allowance are false and 
incorrect and that no complaint as such was given against 
him by his wife to the management Saying that he 
contracted^ second marriage and the signature of the wife 
on the so called complaint has been maneuvered by the 
management itself. He then challenged the enquiry 
proceedings alleging that he was denied fair and reasonable 
opportunity to defend him^lf and that the findings of die 
enquiry officer holding him guilty pf the charges are 
perverse, in as much as, the complainant itself was not 
examined during the course of enquiry and therefore, the 
very charges levelled against him based on the said 
complaint have rcmainc4,to be proved and in the result, 
the disciplinary authcadty was not justified in accepting 
those findings an^ then retiring him from services 
compulsorily etc. * 

2. The management by its counter statement, while, 
disputing the various allegations made in the claim 
statement contended that it received a letter dated 
22-2-1995 from Smt. M. Yeshodha, the wife of the first 
party wcukman stating that h&marri^ another girl without 
her information and he is not taking any interest in the 
family affairs. Therefore, based on the above said 
complaint a charge sheet was issued against the first party 
and there being no rq>ly given by him to the charge sheet, 
a Domestic Enquiry was cmiducted and based on the 
findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty of the 
charges, the impugned punishment order is passed rightly 
and legally and in the result, it cannot be said that 
proceedings of enquiry were held against the principles 
of natural justice, enquiry findings were perverse and that 
punishment order was unjust and illegal. Therefore, 
reference is liable to be dismissed. 


3. Keeping in view die respective edntentioirs of the 
parties, with regard to the V^didity and fairness of the 
enquiry {Voceedings, the matter came to be posted for 
evidence to be led on behalf of the management and 
thei<eidter,;by wderdated 22-4-2004 following |»:elimBiary 
issue was framed: 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry conducted ;against 

the first party by the Sec<^d Party is fair and 

proper ?” 

4. pe^pite sufficient opportunity given to the 
management,, no evidence was led in on it? behalf on the 
said issue. The first p^y also did not choose to lead any 
evidence on fus part and aher having tnken the matter 
heard, this triljunal by order dated 26th August, 2004 
recorded a finding to die effect that the ][3ome$tic Inquiry 
ccmducted against tlte first par^ by die second party is 
not fair and proper and po$t<^ the matter for the cvidaicc 
of the management. Oil 28-2-2005 an ^jplicatkm at lAl^o. 1 
was filled by' the first party to recall the above said order 
dated 26-8-2004, posting the case for evidence of the 
management, '^e management opposed the said 
application by filling the nbjectioh statement and after 
having heard tedi the counsels, this hibunal by order dated 
29-6-2005 recalled the order dated l f-10-2004 (it ought to 
have been order dated 26-8-2004) arid posted the case to 
hear the parties in the Hght of the findings recorded by this 
tribunid on the above said preliminary issue. It appears 
from the recc^ds diat tfie’management aggrieved by the 
afOTCsaid ciders dated 26-8-2004and 29^-2005 apptoached 
the Hon’ble Hi^ Court in writ petition No. 20101/05 and 
his Loidshipof Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 23- 
12-2(X}5 dismissed the above said imt petition confirming 
the above said orders passed by this tribunal reserv ing the 
liberty to the managem^ to challenge the oeder dated26- 
8-2004, after the fuial ord^ is passed. In the meanwhile, on 
19-12-2005, the management filed an application at lA No.3 
seeking amendment to the counter statement and that came 
to be dismissed by this tribunal by order dated08-09-2006. 
The matter, as could be re^ from the records was taken up 
before the Lok A4alat on 28-09-2(X)6 but cquld not be 
settled. .Thereafter, I |\ave heard th^ leaiqq^ counsels for 
the respective parties and posted the case this day for 
award. 

5, Learned couiitel for the n^joagement Shri Ramesh 
Upadhayaya vehemently argued that though the charges 
of misconduct levelled ag^st the first party hayc rcinained 
to be substantiate there being no fresh evidence led by 
the management to prove those charges after the Domestic 
Enquiry proceedings were set Mide by this tribun^, this 
tribunal still hfe got powers to reject the reference as the 
various contentions taken by the first party in the Claim 
Statement have not been proved by him and so also, in 
view of the fact admitted by the first barty at Para 5 of the 




316 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JANUARY 20,2007/PAUSA 30, 1928 


[Part II—Sec. 3(!i)J 


Claim Statement that he did not marry a second wife but 
has affair with some other woman. Therefore, learned 
counsel submitted that when the first party admitted that 
he has affair with some other woman and failed to prove 
the said fact, then it has to be presumed that the woman 
with whom he had affairs was his second wife, be taken to 
be proved. He further submitted that burden of proof losses 
its significance and importance in the proceedings initiated 
under the provisions of the ID Act. 

. 6. Whereas, l<iamed counsel for the first party Shri 
V.S. Naik with equal vehemence argued that irrespective of 
the contentions taken by the first party in his Claim 
Statement, the primary burden cast upon the management 
was to prove the charges of misconduct levelled against 
him and smcc the management failed to prove those charges 
by way of fresh evidence after the enquiry proceedings 
were set aside, it is to be presumed that charges of 
misconduct levelled against the first party have remained 
to be proved and in the result, he is entitled to the reliefs 
sought fur. I find substance in his arguments. In the instant 
case as noted above, this tribunal has recorded a finding 
to the effect that the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 
the first parly is not fair and proper. In the face of the said 
findings it goes without saying that findings of the enquiry 
officer holding him guilty of the charges and the resultant 
impugned punishment order hold no field. It is as good as 
no Domcsticc Enquiry was ccmducted against the first party 
and charges of misconduct were not proved against him. 
In the normal course when the Domestic Enquiry 
proceedings have been set aside for one reason or the 
other, the management will be having an option to lead 
fresh evidence before this tribunal to prove the charges of 
misconduct levelled against the first party. In the in.stant 
case it is unfortunate to note that the management in its 
counter statement failed to lake a plea that it will lead fresh 
evidence before this tribimal incase the Domestic Enquiry 
was set aside. It is for this reason the management was 
disallowed to lead any fresh evidence to prove the charges 
of misconduct levelled against the first party. As noted 
above, the order passed by this tribunal rejecting the 
request of the management to lead evidence afresh to prove 
the charges of misconduct has been confirmed by the 
Hon*blc High Court in the aforesaid writ petition. Therefore, 
it is in this background learned counsel for the first party 
was justified in contending that when the Domcstice 
Enquiry proceedings have been set aside, findings of the 
enquiry officer do not survive and when charge of 
misconduct fails to be proved by the management by any 
fresh evidence, the impugned punishment order is liable to 
be set aside without any further discussion on the point. 
The contention of the management that the first party took 
up .the stand that though he did not contract a second 
marriage but had affair with some other woman since fails 


to be proved, it is to be presumed that he has a second 
marriage does not appeal to the mind of this tribunal. Only 
because the first party took up such as contention, it was 
not incumbent on his part to prove the same particularly, 
when he is not confronted with the charges of misconduct 
by the management by way of leading fresh evidence on 
the point. Morever, no burden of proof can be shifted to 
the first party to prove that he had only affair with some 
other woman without there being any marriage with her. 
Therefore, in the light of the above, this tribunal has 
absolutely no hesitation in its mind incoming to the 
conclusion that charges of misconduct levelled against 
the first party remained to be substantiated and in the result, 
the impugned punishment order passed against him is liable 
to be set aside as illegal amd void abinitio. Since the 
impugned punishment order is to be set aside as void and 
illegal, the natural corollary would be reinstatment of the 
first party into the service of the management. 

7. Now coining to the question of back wages and 
other reliefs. In order to deny the back wages to the first 
party, it was incumbent on the part of the management to 
establish before this tribunal that the first party has been 
gainfully employed when was away from the service of the 
management. On this point again there is absolutely no 
evidence on the part of the management, ht fact no plea 
was taken by the management suggesting that he has been 
gainfully employed after the impugned punishment order 
was passed against him. Therefore, there arc no reasons 
for this tribunal not to grant back wages to the first party. 
However, taking into consideration the facts and 
circumstances of the case, the nature of the misconduct 
alleged against the first, party and not loosing the sight of 
fact that the managcincnl has been prevented to lead fresh 
evidence to prove the charge of misconduct against the 
first party on technical and legal grounds, it appears to me 
that ends of justice will be met if the first party is reinstated 
in service with 50% of the back wages from the date of 
impugned punishment order till the date of his reinstatement 
with continuity of service and all other attended benefits. 
Hence the following Award: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first 
party in services with 50% of the back wages from 
the date of his compulsory retirement till the date of 
his reinstatement with continuity of service and all 
other attendal benefits. No costs. 

. (Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed by me on 
13th December 2006) 

A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th December,2006 

S.O. 171.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby pubhshes the award (Ref. No. 122/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Trilainal-cum- 
Lnbour Court No. II, New Delhi as shown in theAnnexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of All India Radio and their wbrkmaa, 
which was received by the Central Government on 27-12- 
2006. 

[No. D42012/184/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEM)RE IHE PRESIDING OFnCER: CENTRAL 
(XIVERNMENTINDUSIRIALTRroilNALClJM 
LABOURCOURT-n^NEWDEUn 

Presiding Officer: R. N.Rai. 1J>. No.122/2000 

In the matter of: 

Shri Ram Kishan, 

C/o. The President, 

Janvadi General Kamgar Mazdoor Union (Regd.), 

C/o. E-26, Raja Bazar, (Old Qtr.), 

Baba Kharak Singh Marg, 

New Delhi -110 001. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer (C), All India Radio, 

Division - III, Sood^aBhawan, 

Lodhi Road, 

New Delhi - 110 003. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/184/ 
2(XX)/IR (DU) Central Govonmentdt 31-10-2(X)0 has re¬ 
ferred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of the Ex¬ 
ecutive Engineer, Civil Construction Wing, All India 
Radio, Division III, Lodhi Road Complex, Soochna 
Bhawan, New Delhi in denying the employment of 
Sh. Ram Kishan, S/o. Shri Ganga Prasad as Muster 


Roll Mali during the period from 1-4-1997 to 

10- 04-1999 and stopping him from duties veibafly w.e.f. 

11- 04-1999 is justified, valid and reasonable? If not, 

to what relief and benefits he is entitled.? ” 

The Union on behalf of the woiicman has filed claim 
statement. In the claim statement it has been stated that 
the njanagement camouflagedly denied the employment of 
Shri Ram Kishan, workman during the period from 01-4 - 
1997 to 10-04-1999. 

That Shri Ram Kishan was initially employed on mus¬ 
ter roll MaU w.e.f.01-04-1997 and workedeontinuously 
to 10-04-1999 and his services were terminated w.e.f. 
11-04-1999. 

That Shri Ram Kishan had been getting his wages on 
monthly basis as fixed by the aj^rojxiate government from 
time to time under the Minimum Wages Act, 1948. 

That the workman was employed to maintain tlK work 
of Soochna Bhawan and in the Nursery of the management. 

That the "Workman Shri Ram Kishan had been per¬ 
forming his duties directly under the control of Junior Engi¬ 
neer and Executive Engineer concerned. 

That the workman had been getting wages directly 
through the officers of the management. 

That the workman had been working with the man¬ 
agement of All India Radio, Civil Construction Wing as a. 
Muster Roll Mali initially w.e.f. 1-4-1997 and after two 
months the management has transferred the payment 
through Subhash Chand, Contractor with a view to c^ou- 
flage and treat the workman as contractor labour. 

That the appropriate competent authority under the 
Contract Labour (Regulation and AbolitionV Act, 1970 has 
neither granted the licence for engaging die contract labour 
to Shri SuUiash contractor nor the management being the 
principal employer has obtained registratimi to engage con¬ 
tractor labour through contractor tha-eby violated the pro¬ 
visions of Section 9 & 10 of the said Act. 

That the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal 
No.l 1335-11359With Civil Appeal Nos.10863/%. 10541/96 
and Contempt Petitimi No. 403-427/98 in CA11335-11359/ 
95 in die matter of Secretary, HSEB Vs. Suresh and Ors. etc. 
on 30-03-1999 has held as under: — 

While dealing with this issue in Air India’s case 
(Supra), this court has, as a matter of fact taken note of 
more or less the entire catena of cases pertaining to con¬ 
tract labour and we do thus feel it wholly unnecessary to 
deal with the same in extension excepting however record¬ 
ing some observations of this court in Air India’s case 
(Si^ra) as Below: — 

”In this behalf, it is necessary to recapitulate that on 
abolition of the contract labour system, by necessary im¬ 
plication, the principal employer is under statutory obli¬ 
gation to absmb the contract labour. The linkage between 
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ihc contractor and the employee tood snapped and direct 
relationship restored between principal employer and the 
contract labour as its employees. Considered from this 
perspective, all the workmen in the respective services 
working on contract labour are required to be absorbed in 
the establishment of the appellant.’^ 

That as per the above judgment, the workman has to 
be treated as direct employee of the management and in 
this case the workman was not engaged through contrac¬ 
tor so the workman is entitled to all the benefits being a 
regular workman. That the management also engaged Mus¬ 
ter Roll Mali on 1-4-1999. 

That the management retained the services of all the 
junior workmen who were engaged on 1-4-1999 and the 
services of workman Shri Ram Kishan were terminated 
w.e.f. 11-04-1999 without any notice, notice pay, compensa¬ 
tion etc, as provided under the Act. 

That the other Mails in regular pay scale of the 
Central Government have been getting their wages in the 
pay scale fixed by the Central Pay Commission from time 
to tiine but Shri Ram Kishan was paid being unskilled 
workman only Rs.l600 per month which is less than the 
Minimum Wages fixed by the Appropriate Government 
from time to time. 

That the action of the management while stopping 
the workman for doing his duty verbally w.e.f. 11-4-1999 
is unjust, invalid and unreasonable because the manage¬ 
ment did not offer him one month pay or notice and 
compensation, gratuity etc. as provided under the 
provision of ID Act, 1947, 

That the junior persons were also retained in service 
while terminating and denying the duties verbally w.e.f. 
11-4-1999 to the workman. 

It is therefore, respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble 
Tribunal may be pleased: — 

(a) Award for reinstatement w.e.f. 11 -4-1999 with full back 

wages and continuity of service along with all the 

consequential benefits. 

(b) Any other award/order which this Hon’ blc Tribunal 

may deem fit and proper to meet the end of justice. 

The management has filed Written Statement. In the 
Written Statement it has been stated that allegations are 
baseless and unjustified and hence denied. No Mali has 
ever been engaged in Muster Roll in the name of Shri Ram 
Kishan between the periods 1-04-1997 to 10-04-1999 
hence the statement is false and fabricated and hence de¬ 
nied. 

There is no question of treating Shri Ram Kishan as 
direct employee, as no person in the name of Shri Ram 
Ki.shan has been engaged in the period 1-4-1997 to 
10-04-1999. The statement is totally incorrect being far 
from facts. 

That is reiterated that no person in the name of Shri 
Ram Kishan has ever been engaged, therefore, the ques¬ 


tion of termination without notice or any consequential 
benefits does not arise. No Mali has ever been engaged in 
Muster Roll in the name of Shri Ram Kishan between the 
periods 1-4-1997 to 10-4-1999 hence the statement is false 
and fabricated and hence denied. 

The Hon’ble Court is therefore, requested not to 
consider concocted claims in view of the comments 
offered above, and the application may be quashed. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim state¬ 
ment and has denied most of the paras of the Written State¬ 
ment. The management has also denied most of the paras of 
the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

The case of the workman is that he worked w.e.f. 
1-4-1997 to 10-4-1999 as Muster Roll Mali, He was initially 
engaged by the management as Muster Roll Mali w.e.f. 1-4- 
1997. He has been performing duty directly under the su¬ 
pervision of the Junior Engineer and Executive Engineer 
concerned. He was getting wages directly through the 
office of the management. It is also the case of the workman 
that after 2 months the management has transferred the 
payment through Subhash Chand, Contractor with a view 
to camouflage and to treat the workman as contract labour. 

The case of the management is that the workman Shri 
Ram Kishan was not on the Muster Roll of the manage¬ 
ment. No Mali has ever been engaged in Muster Roll in the 
name of Shri Ram Kishan between the periods 
1-4-1997 to 10-4-1999. 

The claim statement is false and fabricated. So there is 
no question of giving the workman consequential benefits 
as the workman has not been engaged in Muster Roll as 
Mali. 

From perusal of the records it transpires that the work¬ 
man has not filed any document except photocopy of 
Muster Roll Register. The name of the workman is not 
entered in the Muster Roll Register. There are 5 workmen 
but in the Photocopy, Cash Book Voucher filed by the work¬ 
man, his name has not been entered either as Beldar or as 
Muster Roll Employee. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that maintenance work is done through Malis of the 
Gardens on contract basis. The case of the workman is 
that he was under one Subhash Chand, Contractor. 

It is the duty of (he workman to prove that he worked 
under Shri Subhash Chand, Contractor and it is also his 
duty to prove that he worked under the supervision and 
control of the Junior Engineer iuul Executive Engineer 
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coiicerued. He has also to establish that payment to him 
was made by the management He worked under the control 
and supervision of the management The w<x*kman in the 
instant case has not filed even a scrap of paper besides 
Cash Book Voucher of Must^ Roll En^loyees. The name of 
the woikman does not figure in the Musto* Roll Registtt-. So 
the workman is not a Muster Roll En^loyee. It is settled law 
that in case contract is found sham and ruse, the woikman 
will become the direct eaq)loyee of the management It is to 
be ascertained whether there is master and servant relation 
between the management and the wcvkman. The woikman 
has not filed any evidence regarding his payment, duties 
assigned to him and control and supervision of the 
management. He has even failed to prove that he worked 
under the contractor. The woikman is not even contractor’s 
workman in the instant case as he has not filed even single 
piece of documentary evidaice. He cannot be deemed to be 
engaged by the management merely on the basis of his 
affidavit. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that maintenance of Gardens, Lawns are given on contract 
basis. The management is not registered for taking contract 
Labour. Registration or otherwise of the management is not 
material. The workman has to prove diat he woiked under 
the control and supervision of the managcmenL Payment 
Was made to him by the management His services were 
integrated to the management. The woikman has not filed 
any documentary evidence. It cannot be held that he was 
engaged in the work of management through contractor, 
Shri Subhash Chand, Contractor as alleged by the 
workman. 

My attention was drawn to Steel Authority of India 
(2(X)1)7SCC1, 1999-I-LU1086, 1978-n-lU397, 1999Lab 
IC 3078. It is settled law that in .case the work is of perennial 
and regular nature. Contract Labours cannot be engaged. 
In case the management engages contractor’s men for con¬ 
tinuous and perennial nature of work the woriemen will be¬ 
come the employees of the management and th«-e will be 
master and servant relationship. 

In the instant case the workman has miserably failed 
to prove that he even worked through contractor. 
Gardening work is a work of regular and perennial in nature 
and it is of sufficient duration. The workman has to 
establish that he has woiked for sufficient duration. The 
strength of Malis may vary from time to time. The woikman 
who has worked frrf sufficiait duration can be taken to be on 
the Muster Roll of the managemMiL This Woikman has not 
filed any |x-oof of a single day work eithw with the contractor 
or with the managem^t excq}t his affidavit 

The worieman has not proved that he has woiked for 
240 days either with the contractor or with tiie manage¬ 
ment. The law cited by the workman applicant is not appli¬ 
cable in the facts and circumstances of the case. The claim 
is not proved. The workman ^licant is not entitled to get 
any relief as prayed for. 


The reference is replied thus: 

The action of the management of the Executive 
&igineer. Civil Construction Wing, Ail India Radio, Divi¬ 
sion - HI, Lodhi Road Con^lex, Soochna Bhawan, New Delhi 
in denying the employment of Sh. Ram Kishan, S/o. Shri 
Ganga Prasad as Muster Roll Mali during the period from 
1-4-1997 to 10-4-1999 and stewing him from his duties 
verbally w.e.f. 11-4-1999 is justified, valid and reasonable. 
The workman applicant is not entitled to get any relief as 
prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 18-12-2006. R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ fscnl, 271^'^WK, 2006 

W.3ir. 172.-31^^1^1^ 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ «ntr 17 ^ Wf 

-qiqMq ^.-II Tc feq r 

437/2005) ^ ^ ^ 

27-12-2006 ^ "TO ^3IT 8 IT I 

T?^-14012/69/2002-3Ilf 3m 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 172.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government ho-eby publishes the award (Ref. No. 437/ 
2005) of the Central Govcmmeait Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in theAnnexuie 
in the Industrial Disputes between the employers in relation 
to tile management of Military Farm and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 27-12- 
2006. 

[No.L-14012/69/2002-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTllAL teVERNMEOT INDUSTRIAL TOI- 
BUNALCUM-LABGURCOURT-n, 
CHANraGARH 

Presidlag Officer: Shri KuldeepSin^ 

CASENO.IJ).437^K5 

Registered on 19-08-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2(X)6 
Jogindcr Sin^, S/o Shri BhartoO 
R/o Btt Dhantauri, MF Colony 
Via Shahbad Maikanda Koruksitetra 

.....Petitioner 

VERSUS 

The Manager, Officer Incharge, 

Military Farm, Bir Dhantauri 
Via Shahbad Maik^tda Kurukshetra 

.J(esp<xident 





320 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 20, 2007/PAUSA 30, 1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)l 


APPFARANCE 

For the Workman NEMO 

For the Management Mr. K.K. Thakur, 

AR 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management appears 
through Counsel. As per record he has not appeared in this 
Tribunal on any day except on I si Feb. 2006. Fresh notice 
issued to the workman under R/C Postal Receipt .No. 3003 
dated 3rd October, 2006. It is more thaji a month when the 
sairl notice was issued, but the workman has not appeared 
ItKlay. The notice issued to him has been received back 
w ith a report that the workman was not iound on the 
address given, therefore, the R/C has been returned back 
u> us. From this it shows tha the workman is not available 
on the address given nor he has appeared in this Court on 
any day, in the past more than six months. There is no other 
address of the workman available on record, on which he 
could be summoned. 

In response to the reference received from Govem- 
nicnt of India vkk’ their No. L- 14012/69/2(X)2-IR(DU) dated 
26th Fcb./5lh March, 2003 the workman filed his claim peti¬ 
tion but tlid not appear thereafter. He has not produced iuiy 
evidence nor proved his affidavit to support his claim that 
the Management had terminated his services illegally on 
22nd March, 1999, as is claimed. By his conduct he has not 
shown his seriousness to contest his ease. For want ol 
evidence the reference cannot be iinswcrcd eftectivcly and 
it is held that the workman has failerl to prove his claim as 
made out in the statement of claim, therefore, he is not en¬ 
titled to any relief. His claim is rejected. The rctcrencc is 
answered against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to 
the appropriate government for necessary action and the 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2006 

1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ ^TRT 17 ^ wf 

^ ^ rH4N«bT sfk '5^ ^ 

‘= 3 .- 11 , ^ 

756/2005) ^ ychlO/ld t, ^ 

27-12-2006 T4 ^311 qi I 

[T\. 140)2/26/98-371^ 

iW, ^3^ 37f«ra=JTd 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 173.—In punsuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govcmincnt hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 756/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Lalxmr Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in theAnnexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 


to the management of Military Farm and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 27-12- 
2006. 

lNo.L-14012/26/98-IR (DU)] 

SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CWTRAI, (XJVFJtNMENT INDUSTRIAl. TRIBUN Al. 
CUM-LABOURCOURT- II, CHANDIGARH 
Shri Kuldeep Singh, Presiding Officer 
CASE NO. I.D. 756/2005 

Registered on 2-9-2005 
Dale of Decision 7- 12-2(X)6 
Surinder Singh S/o Shri Parkash Singh, 

C/o City Office, Gandhi Chowk, 

Pathankot 

.Petitioner 

VERSUS 

The Officer Incharge. 

Military Farm, Pathankot 

....Respondent 

A1»PFARANCE 

For the Workimui Ms. Archana Sharina, 

Advocate 

For Management Mr. K.K. Thakur, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

Finding that the workman is not appearing 
continuously, the Court, on 14th July, 2006 directed that 
the notice to the workman be issued under R/C and the 
same was sent under Pc^stal Receipt No. 147 dated 14th July, 
2006. The R/C carrying the notice was not received back 
unserved by 18lh Sep., 2006, that is, even after the expiry of 
more than 30 days, a statutory period prescribed under the 
CPC to presume the service of the addressee. The Court 
still waited for the workman and he is not present even 
today. This shows that the workman was duly served, but 
he has not shown the interest in prosecuting his case. 

The Govcnimcnt of India vide, their notification 
No. L-14012/26/98-IR(DU) dated 30th October, 1998, referred 
the following matter for the adjudication of this Tribunal: 
“Whether the action of officer Inchargc, Military Farm, 
Pathankot in terminating the services of Shri Surinder 
Singh S/o Shri Parkash Singh, a daily rated worker is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled ?” 

After the reference was received, notices were issued 
to the parties. The workmiui filed his Claim Petition, to 
which the management liled the Written Statement. The 
Management produced the photo copy of the judgments 
of the CAT in different eases besides the minutes of the 
meetings relevant to the issue in hand atid other documents. 
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They filed the affidavit of Shri O. P. Yadav, their witness, 
whereas the workman filed his own affidavit. The 
Managem^t also filed additional affidavit of cme Ram Singh, 
in support of th^ir claim. The case was at the stage of 
(evidence of the workman when be stopped appearing in the 
c'ase. He has not come to the Court since 27th Feb., 2006. 
llius the affidavit filed by him h^ not been proved. As a 
K^sult of this there is no evidence to support the claim of the 
w orkman that the management had violated the provisions 
of the Industrial Dispute Act in terminating his services, 
thc^rcfore, their action was illegal and unjustified. The 
wo rkman has also not produced any evidence to rebut the 
clai m put forward by the management, by their pleading' 
and documents. In the circumstances the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. The reference is answered against 
him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the aj^opriate 
government for necessary action and the file be emtsigned 
to records after dtfc completion. 

KULDIP SINCH, Presiding Office 
^ 27 2006 

W.arr. SiMw?, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ 17 ^ 3^5517^ '4*, '=^’<1*1 wf 

^ ^ 4^ (^4 

755/2005) ^ wt i, ^ ^ 

27-12-2006 ^ 31.'^ 131T «IT I 

'[•4. 14012/23/98-371^ SIR (^ ^)] 

fVt?, 3lft|chi0 

New Delhi i, th^e 27th December, 2006 
S.0. 174.—In p ursutf nee of Section 17 of die bidustrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1’947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 755/2005 ) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. II, Chandigarh ait shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute betw'een die ensployers in relation to the 
management of Military Farm and their workman, which 
was received by the Cenitral Government on 27-12-2006, 

[No. L-14012/23/98-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
AT^iNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNM12NT INDUS’IRIAL-TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR roUKT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldeep Siia^« Presiding Officer 

CASE No. IJ). No 755/20 05. 

Registered on 2-09-20D5 
Date of Decision 7-12-20(X5. 

Sukhdev Singh S/o Shri Ciurdial Sin^ C/o CITU Office, 
Gandhi Cliowk, PadiankcH 

....Petitioner 


Versus 

The Offico' Incharge, Military Farm, Pathankot 

....Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Wodonan : Ms. Archaiia Sharma, Advocate 

For the Management : Mr. K. K. Thakur, Advocate 

AWAra 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
altars through Counsel. 

Finding that the workman is not appearing 
continuously, the Court, on 14th July, 2006 directed that the 
notice, to the workman be issued under R/C and the same 
was sent under Postal Receipt No. 144 dated 14th July, 2006. 
The R/C carrying the notice was not received back unserved 
by 18th Sep., 2006, that is, even after the expiry of more than 
30 days, a statutory period prescribed under the CPC to 
presume the service of the addressee. The Court still waited 
for the workman and he is not present even today. This 
shows that the workman was duly served, but he has not 
shown, the interest in prosecuting his case. 

The Government of India vide their notification 
No.L-14012/23/98-IR(DU) dated 30th November, 1998, 
referred the following matter for the adjudication of this 
Tribunal:— 

^'Whether the action of Offico’ Incharge, Military Farm, 
Pathankot in terininating the services of Shri Sukhdev 
Singh S/o Shri Gurdial Singh, a daily rated woricer is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled?” 

After the reference was received, notices were issued 
to the parties. The workman filed his Claim Petition, to 
which the management filed the Written Statement. The 
Management produced the photo copy of the judgments 
of the CAT in different cases besides the minutes of the 
meetings relevant to the issue in hand and other documents. 
They filed the affidavit of Shri 0,P. Yadav their witness, 
whereas the workman filed hi's own affidavit. The 
Management also filed additional affidavit of one Ram 
Singh, in support of (heir claim. The case was at the stage 
of evidence of the workman when he stopped appearing 
in the case. He has not come to the Court since 
27th Feb., 2006. Thus the affidavit filed by him has not been 
proved. As a result of this there is no evidence to support 
the claim of the workman that the management had violated 
the provisions of the Industrial Dispute Act in terminating 
his services, therefore, their action was illegal and i^justified. 
The workman has also not produced any evidence to rebut 
the claim put feward by the management, by their pleading 
and documents. In the circumstances the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. The reference is answered against 
him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

ICULDIP SINGH,PresidmgOfficer 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2(X)6 

S.O. 175.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 628/ 
2005 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in thcAnnexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on27-12-2a)6. 

[No. L40012/121/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CdsN imL (K)VERNIVIENT INDUSITUAI.-TRIBUNAL- 
C:UM-EABOUR COURT-H, CHANDIGARH 

rreskling Officer : Shri Kuldeep Singh 

C: ASE NO. I.I). No 628/2k5. 

Registered on 24-08-2005 

Date of Decision 8-12*2006. 

Sudesh Kumar S/o Shri Jal Singh R/o House No. 79-A, 
Housing Board Complex, Sector-14, Panchkula 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

Ihc General Manager, Telecom, Department of Telecom, 
Sector-18-B, Chandigarh 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Subhash Sharma 
For the Management : Shri G.C. Babbar 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

Finding that the workman is not appearing for the last 
so many dates, it was directed that a notice be issued to the 


workman under R/C and the same was sent on 12th October, 
2006 under Postal Receipt No.3191. The R/C carrying the 
notice has been received back with a report that there is no 
such address as mentioned in the envelope. As per the 
order of reference, this is the only address given by the 
workman. The Tribunal has made the efforts to serve the 
workman on that address but he has not appeared nor Shri 
Subhash Sharma who was engaged by the workman, as his 
representative, has appeared in the case. This shows that 
the workman has lost interest in the matter that is why he is 
not appeared in the case since long. It is in these 
circumstances the case is being considered in the absence 
of the workman. 

The Govt, of India vide their ordcrNo.L-40012/121/ 
2(X)1-(IR(DU)) dated 16th July, 2001 has asked to this 
Tribunal to find out whether the action of the Management 
of Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in tenninating the 
services of Shri Sudesh Kumar, workman w.e.f. 7th May, 
1999 was just and legal and if not to what relief the 
workman is entitled. 

In support of his claim the workman filed the 
statement of claim and the Management filed reply thereto. 
They also placed ou record the photo copies of the 
agreement besides the ct)pics of the other documents. The 
workman filed his affidavit and the Management filed an 
affidavit of Shri Rajinder Kumar, SDE. The workman 
appeared as a witness, but he could not be cross examined 
since the representative ot the Maiiagcnicnt was not 
present on the day. Only his part statement was recorded. 
The case was then listed for the remaining statement of 
the workman and his further evidence on January, 2006. 
But neither on that day nor thereafter the workman appeared 
and produced his evidence. He has not appeared even 
despite notices under R/C. The Court has no option but to 
presume that the workmiui is not interested to prosecute 
his case. 

On record, there arc only pleadings of the parlies 
and photo copies of the documents, produced by them. 
But neither the pleadings arc proved nor the documents 
placed on record. The part slalement of the workman is 
meaningless since it has not stood to the test of cross 
examination of the Management. In this, the loser is the 
workman since it is he who had to prove that the 
Management had terminated his services on 7th May, 1999 
and that their action was unjust and illegal. Since the 
workman has not practically produced any evidence, 
therefore, the reference has to be answered against him. 
After going through the file I am of the opinion that there 
is no evidence to show that the Management had 
terminated the services of the workman: and that their 
action was illegal and unjust. In view of this the workman 
is not entitled to any relief. The reference is answered 
against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and the lile be 
consigned to records al ter tine completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 176. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 627/ 
2005 ) of the Ontral Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No.n, (Chandigarh as shown in theAnnexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L^12/l 19/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTOVLGOVERNMENTir«XJSrilttAI^TRffilJNA^ 
CUM’LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer : Shri Kuldip Sin^ 

C ASE NO.U) 627/2k5. 

Registered on 24-08-2005 

Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Bhuwaneshwar S/o Shri Jeewat Rai, C/o Shri Subhash 
Sharma, Flat No. 107-A, Housing Board Con:q>lex, 
Sector-14, Panchkula 

.....Petitioner 

V 

Versus 

The General Manago*, Telecom, Department of Telecom, 
Sector-18-B, Chandigarh 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Subhash Sharma 

For the Management : Shri G.C. Babbar 
AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

- Finding that the wcx'kman is not appearing for the last 
so many dates, it was directed that a notice be issued to the 


workman under R/C and the same was sent on 12th October, 
2006 under Postal Receipt No.3193. The R/C carrying the 
notice has been received back with a report that there is no 
such address as mentioned in the envelope. As per the 
order of reference, this is the only address given by the 
workman. The Tribunal has made the efforts to serve the 
workman on that address but he has not appeared nor Shri 
Subhash Sharma who was engaged by the workman, as his 
representative, has appeared in the case. This shows that 
the workman has lost interest in the matter that is why he is 
not appeared in the case since long. It is in these 
circumstances the ca^ is being considered in the absence 
of the workman. 

The Govt, of India vide their order No. L-4(X) 12/119/ 
2001-IR (DU) dated 16th July, 2(X)1 has asked this Tribunal 
to find out whether the action of the Management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating the 
services of Shri Bhuwaneshw^, workman w.e.f. 7th May, 
1991 was just and legal and if not to what relief the 
workman is entitled. 

In support of his claim the workman filed the 
statement of claim and the Management filed reply thereto. 
They also placed on record the photo copies of the 
agreement besides the copies of the oth» documents. The 
workman filed his affidavit and the Management filed an 
affidavit of Shri B.P Chopra, DW Engineer. The workman 
appeared as a wimess, but he could not be cross examined 
since the representative of the Management was not 
present on the day. Only his part statement was recorded. 
The case was then listed for the remaining statement of 
the wcM'kman and his further evidence on January, 2006. 
But neither on that day nor there^ter the workman appeared 
and produced his evidence. He has not appeared even 
despite notices under R/C. The Court has no option but to 
presume that the workman is not interested to prosecute 
his case. 

On record, there are only pleadings of the parties 
and photo copies of the documents, produced by them. 
But neither the pleadings are proved nor the documents 
placed on record. The part statement of -the workman is 
meaningless sinc6 it has not stood to the test of cross 
examination of the Management. In this, the loser is the 
workman since it is he who had to prove that the 
Management had terminated his services on 7th May, 1999; 
and that their action was unjust and illegal. Since the 
workman has not practically produced any evidence, 
therefore, the reference has to be answered against him. 
After going through the rile I am of the opinion that there 
is no evidence to show that the Management had 
terminated the services of the workman; and that their 
action was illegal and unjust. In view of this the workman 
is not entitled to any relief. The reference is answered 
against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 177.—Ill pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Rel. No. 958/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cuin- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department ol Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/142/2001-IR (DU)] 

SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNFXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT BNDUJfTRIAl. 
n«BUNAL-CTJM-LABOURCOURT-II,CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case No. I. D. No. 958/2k5. 

Registered on 15-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Yashwant Singh C/o Shri Madan Mohan, House No. 
1212 Sector- 22-B, Chandigarh 

Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, Amritsar (Punjab) 

Respondent 

API»EARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri N.K.Jeet mid 

Shri R. K. Rana AR 

For the Management : Shri G. C. Babber. Advocate. 
AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management appears 
through Counsel. 

The record of the file shows that the workman 
never attended this Tribunal in person. He once appeared 
through Counsel on 9th Nov., 2005 and through 
representative on 21st March, 2006. On 22iul August. 
2006 Shri R.K. Singh Parmar who appears as a 
representative in some cases in this Tribunal claimed 
that he has been aulhorizxd by the workman to appear in 


this case. He undertook to file the letter of authority. He 
however, failed to file the same on 30th October, 2006, 
rather he did not appear on that date. It was in these 
circumstances that the notice to the workman was sent 
under R/C. Postal Receipt No. 3264 dated 13th October, 
2006. Today it is more than a month when a notice was 
sent but neither the workman is present nor the notice 
sent to him under R/C has been received back unserved. 
This gives me the reason to believe that the workman has 
received the summon of this Tribunal, but he has chosen 
not to appear in the case. Thcrclore, the case is being 
considered in his absence. 

The Govenimcnt. of India vide their Order No. 
L-40012/142/2()01 -(IR(DU)) dated 6th August, 2001 desired 
to know whether the action ol the Management ol General 
Manager, Telecom, Amritsdr in terminating the services 
of Shri Yashwant Singh S/0 Manmohan Singh is just and 
legal and if not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from whieh date. The workman, supporting his claim 
filed the statement of claim to which the Management 
filed the reply and also placed on record the photo copies 
of the contract agreements. They also placed on record 
the documents supporting their claim including the 
judgement of CAT. The workman filed the rejoinder, his 
affidavit and also placed on record the photo copies ol 
attendance register. The Management lilcd the allidavil 
of their witness Ram Gopal Joshi. However, it is on record 
that the workman has not appeared to stand to the cross- 
examination of the Management nor has produced any 
other evidence to support his claim. There is, thcrclore, 
no evidence to show that, there existed a relationship of 
employer and employee between the parties; and that it is 
the Management which had terminated the services of 
the workman. As such the workman ts not entitled to any 
relief. The award is passed against him. Let a copy of this 
award be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary 
action and the file be consigned to records after due 
completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
-f^^, 27 2006 

^.3ir. 178.—aiMwi, 1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ arjFRTJT 4, ^ '4^ 

^ Piqivsichi' sIIt ^ 

T II. -c) 1)^30^ 4^ (4^4 

660/2005) ^ y°bin^ld ^ ^ 

27-12-2006 ^ «ni 

[:H. 13:^-40012/333/2001-3TT| (4)^)] 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 178.—In pursuance of Section 17 ol the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 660/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Amiexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
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Aiuiexure in the Industrial DisjHite between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Govcnunentx>n 27-12-2006. 

[No. L40012/333/200MR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CF2mtALGOW.INDUSIl<IALX«»UNAIX:iM- 

LABOURCOURT-UydUl^lGARH 

IVeskling Officer: ShriKuidip Singh 
CASE NO.I.DJVo660/2k5. 

Registered on 24-08-2005 
Date oJDccision 8-12-2006. 

Cbajju C/o Shri N.K. Jcet, 27349, Lai Singh BastiRoad, 
Mohalla Hari Nagar,Bhatinda (Punjab) 

-Petitioner 

. Versus 

The Telecom Disfriot Manager, B SNL, Ropar 

!.. .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: SHRIN.K.JEET 

For the Management: SHRI G.C. BABBAR 
AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Nobody 
appears for the Management. . 

The record of the file shows (hat this is the fourth 
date that the workman has not appeared. Even on earlier 
dates he did not appear in person except once on 9th 
Nov.,2005, after the case was transferred to this 
Tribunal. The Court is satisfied that the workman is not 
interested in following his case, that is why, he has not 
appeared nor has caused the appearance of his 
representative. The statement of claim was also tiled 
by the workman through his representative. It is in these 
circumstances (hat the case is being considered in the 
absence of the workman. 

The Govt, of India vide (heir order no.L-40012/ 
333/2()01/lR (DU) dated 14th March, 2002 referred the 
dispute of the workman for the adjudication of this Tribunal. 
The point of reference is whether the action of the 
Management in terminating the services of the workman 
w.e.f. 1st March, 1999 was just and legal and if not to what 
relief the workman is entitled to. 

On the receipt of the reference notices were issued 
to the parties who appeared. The workman appeared 
through the representalive whereas the Management 
appeared through Counsel. The workman filed the 
statement of claim and rejoinder. He supported his 


Written Statement and the affidavit of. their Divisional 
Engineer Malkiat Singh. The workman appeared as a 
witness and the ca.se was being listed for the evidence of 
the Management when the wo^rkman stopped appearing in 
the case. The statement of witness of the Management 
was recorded, in his absence, on 4th Sep., 2006. The 


witness of the Management 
the workman was not present and 
thereof. ' 




The workman has claimi^diMliclKtt'bi^ed^e 
Managemeni asna ^Vicwkman in 
Ropar from 15th May, 19^94 of 

Rs. 2138 till 1st March, 1^9.wJb^.bis soryices were 
terminated by'the Management without any notice, 
charge sheet or inquiry. wtis also not paid the 
retrenchment compensation. The Management in their 
reply stated th^ jtbe workmapiiWaanpveit'engaged by 


them nor his services_ were. f^^inated\bjy tbem* Their 

ease is [hat they;had engaged aepiiU:^i,ORwhp;mfldito 

provide them thej,,}VQrk fpree and 

occasion for themengage the worii^an an w^tnan. 

The workman in his atatenjent admitted that he ;Waa>ilbt 

given any appoimmehtiejnervh^ 

he 'i^as paid tjbp^ jvj^ges In^pactppit^^tthe 

Management. He .fmthervclain^^ 

was his junior, who waS; #}so engagedtihyM)^ 


Management and were regularized; and 

that he was getting w^ges at the rate of Rs. 40 per day. 
In support Of his clain^t|ie ^^jpjicman has not produced 
anything, to show thai h/."wa^ F 5 lga£fii,h^.,lhe 
Mhiia|eihent, 

placed'on recOrd|he |>hdrd cbbij^kl)f me^ notice 

and the agrcemierit^alld^ed ^d fti^^'^Sy^ilhfered with 
Messrs. Ramesh-Kuihar Miltal, !^^ Contractor. The 


witness of the management prO^d^ 
as correct. The workman did‘nOliofoss 


witness nor he appeared on the day \Vhbaitho;stdthrMnt 
of the witness of the Management Wak reco^dod^bnH 
thereby he lost the right to cross examine the witness 
of (he management. Thus neither by his own evidence 
nor through the mouth of vyitness of the management 


the workman has.t^en^ble to shoyy 
by the management oq 1994, on a salary of 

Rs, 2138 and he served the management till 1 st 
March, 1999. The admitted that they 

had not paid any^r^em^j^ent compensati^ |h^. 
workman hor hb^aS^'diVOT'any notice!^d inquiry w^ 
held against is thjftijft^W^^mjln 

neither engaged by he ever served them 

therefore, the question oitistoingtiritfl^fhe l^ice or 
holding any r inquiry iors^aydng^^hijn (bit 

compensations did! not nrisii ii ,y.o-)'iU>ii 

.' / , ii'■I’jiaill .y.iJofi ofi 1 ffinlui jd 

Alter gohig llpough (heteviBenbe avill8bl6>bn teeokl 
I am^f the.opiihcmitfa^ 
that the Maia^omeait hadtjeiihnil^^ 
woikmasiandiffidi^laohoiOwflGnaiA^^ 
not 'beentablcw'todeBiutodieidlaiiih bfitho fli^ 

tbey^faacF never lingagndOiiliii'Qt^ 
scr\^es. Thbnd^' he 4S'^H0tf^t$ll^ 
claim is rejected 
* a copy = of diis award be sertf 

necessary action and the file hd'Cbn'sighed ‘tO‘iecOT<^"aSlVif^ 
due compictionv•' - jdi o) uo/iu OviJ'ut 

,'-i V r!v.r-h. ; ;' :»!ii vd K.>f: 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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^.3ir. 179,—1947 ( 1947 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 
S.O. 179.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1006/ 
2(X)5)of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute betw^n the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/110/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CHMTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOURCOURT-ILCHANDIGARH 
PresidingOmcer: Shrl Kuldip Singh 
. CASENo.IJ).Nol006/2K5. 

Registered on 17-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

^Mul^tiar Singh C/o Shn N.K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti Road, 
Bhatinda 


Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: Shri. N.K. Jeet AR 

For the Management: Shri G.C. Babbar 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Since the 
workman did mot appear in the case despite repeated 
notices, therefore, it was directed that a notice under 
R/C be issued to him. The notice was, therefore, issued to 
him under R/C vide Postal Receipt No.3002 dated 
3rd October, 2006. The R/C carrying the notice was received 
back with the report that the house of the workman is locked 
and he is residing in Ludhiana. On the R/C there is a no ting 
that the Postman visited the house of the workman five 
times before making the report. The workman, therefore, 
was not available on the adless which he had given in the 
authority letter executed in favour of Shri N. K. Jeet and 
others. In the reference he has given his address through 
Shri N. K Jeet, who slopped appearing for him and a 
notice given to the workman through Shri N.K Jeet was 
also not responrled by the workman or by Mr. N K. Jeet. 


This has proved that the workman is not interested to 
prosecute his case otherwise he would have appeared in 
person or through his representative, or at least should 
have come and inquired about the progress in the case 
during all this period. 

On record there is a Claim Petition filed by the 
workman, the reply given by the management duly 
supported by the Photo copies of the documents such as 
agreements. There is also on record the rejoinder of the 
workman, the affidavit of witness of the management. The 
workman himself has not supported his claim with any 
evidence. The Claim made by him that he had worked as a 
Line Man in the office of General Manager, Telecom on a 
salary of Rs. 2138 is not supported by any evidence. There 
is also no evidence to show that his services were 
terminated by the management on 28th Feb., 1999. The 
workman himself has not come forward to admit or deny 
the statement of claim and rejoinder. Thus there is no 
evidence on record to support the claim of the workman. 

The reference made by the appre^ate Govt, vide 
their order no.LA 40012/110/2000-IR(DU) dated 30th May, 
2000 is answered in the terms that the workman has failed 
to show that the action of the Management of General 
Manager, Telephones, Hoshiarpur in ordering 
disengagement of Shri Mukhtiar Singh, the workman, who 
was engaged through Ashok Kumar w.c.f. 1st March, 1999, 
was illegal and unjustified. There is infact no evidence to 
show that the workman was ever engaged by the 
management through Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma or his 
services were terminated by them on 1st March, 1999. In 
the circumstances the Workman is not entitled to any relief. 
The reference is answered against him and the award is 
passed. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^f^,27 fWSR,2006 

^.3?T. 180.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ tmt 17 ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ »4chKT ^ 

H. 11 , ^ 

955/2005) ^ y^hlpllcl ^ 

27-12-2006 ^ 1ir<T eni 

[^. ^-40012/144/200 l-3nf 3tR 

^ ^ 

New Delhi, the 27 th December, 2006 

S.O. 180.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 955/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/144/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENTffaXJ^nOAL 
TRIBLNAIXTIM-LABOURCOUBT-II, 
CHANKGABH 

Presidliig Officer: Shr! Kiiki4> Singh 
CASE No. IJ3.No.955/2K5. 

Registered on J5-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Rakesh Kumar C/o Shri Madan Mohan House No. 1212, 
Sector-22B, Chandigarii 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manage Telecom, Amritsar 

... .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: Shri. N JC. Jcct, AR 

For the Management: Shri G.C. Bahbar, Advocate 

AWARD 

The woricman ccmtinues to be absent Nobody is 
present for the managemoit. 

The record of the file shows that the woricman has 
not ai^)eared since June, 2006. He also did not produce his 
evidence nor paid the costs inqiosed vide Court order dated 
21st April, 2006. On 22nd August 2006, Shri R. K. Singh 
Parmar, who appears in other cases as the rqnesoitative 
of the woricmen claimed that he has been authcvized to 
^pear mi bdialf of the woricmaiL He was asked to produce 
the letter of authority, but on the subsequoit Hate fixed fm 
30th October, 2006, neidier Shri Parmar, ^ipeared nor the 
workman to admit or deny the engagement of Shri Parmar. 
In the circumstances the Court issued fresh summon to the 
workman under R/C, but it is reported by the Postal 
Authorities that the addressee was not available since be 
had left without address. From the cmiduct a[ the workman 
it appears to the Court that be has lost intnest in the case, 
therefore, he is not aj^aring nor has produced any 
evidence in suppcart of his claim. 

Hie workman, by his statement of claim, submitted 
that he was appointed as Security Guard and was posted 
in the office of DTSD, Bharatnagar, Amritsar w.e.f. 1st 
April, 1996, onanmnthly salaryofRs. 1200 and he served 
them upto 28th Feb., 1999, but thereafter the Management 
terminated his services without any charge sheet, inquiry 
or comp^ation. The Management doiied this claim of 
the workman, by filing a written statement duly siqiported 
by an affidavit and the documents including agreements. 
The workman although filed his affidavit and produced 
photo copies of documents, but he has not come fcvward 
to prove the documents produced by him. There is only 
claim and disclaim of the parties, but no proof to find out 
that the woricman was infact engaged by die Managemrait 
and they had terminated his services and the action of the 
Management was unjust and illegal. In the circumstances 
the reference made by the Govt, of India vide their orda 


NoI.-40012/144/2001-IR(DU)) dated 6th August, 2001, is 
decided against the woricn^ holding diat he has failed to 
prove that his services were terminated and that by the 
management and their acriem was unjust and illegal. Let a 
copy of this award be smt to the a pty o pr i rUe Govt for 
necessary action and the file be cemsigned to reemris after 
dueccmpletioiL 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 2006 

^r.3ir, 181,—-oJliilPw 1947 (1947 

y 14 ) ^ mr 17 ^ ^ 

f*niFT ^ inNiRnt ^ -3^ ^ 

’i-ii ^ wn 

579/2005) ^ t, ^ mm ^ 

27-12-2006 ^ wijati «ni 

[U T?^-40012/404/1999-3n^ 

New Drihi, tfae27UiI>ecend)a’, 2006 

S,0, 181.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hraeby publishes the award (Ref. No. 579/ 
2005) of the Central Government Iridustrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No.-II, Chandigarh as riiown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
en^iloyers in relation to the management of Department 
of Telecom and their workman, which was received by 
the (>ntral Government on 27-12-2006. 

tNo. L-40012/404/1999-iR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CXimULGOVERNMENriNIXJSliaALIRIBUNAl^ 
CUM4.ABOURCOURTaLCHAMHGARH 
PreshllngOflicer: Shri Kuklip Singh 
CASENO.LD.No S79/2K5. 

Registered on 23-08-2(X)5 
Date rf Decision 8-12-2006. 

Bixbal Singh* 

S/o. Shri Daiip Singh, 

C/o. Shri N.K. Jcct 
President, 

Telecom Labour Uniem, 

MohallaHari Nagar, 

Lai Sin^ Basti Roa^ 

Bhatinda ...Pctitio!i« 

Versus 

. The General Manager, 

Telecom, 

Bha t inda (Punjab) ......Re^xmdent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman ShriNJCJeet 

Fm the Management SiriG.C.Bid)bar 
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AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

The record of the file shows that the workman has 
not appeared in person except on 23rd Feb., 2006. 
thereafter he appeared through representative on 5th May, 
2006 and then he stopped appearing in the case. It was in 
these circumstances that a notice under R/C was sent to 
him Vide Postal Receipt no.3267 on 13th October, 2006. 
He was supposed to appear today, but neither he is present 
nor the notice sent to him under R/C has been received 
back unserved. It gives reason to believe that the workman 
has received the notice but he is not present. He seems 
not to be interested in the case any more. Therefore, the 
ease is being considered in his absence. 

The appropriate govt, vide Jtheir order No. L-40012/ 
4p^^/IR(DU) d^ed 17th Feb., 2000 desired of this Tribunal 
tb adjudicate upon whether the action of the Management 
of General Manager Telecom, Bhatinda in terminating the 
services of Shii Birbal, the worieman, was legal and justified 
and if not to what relief he is entitled to and from which 
date. 

The workman, in suj^rtof his claim, filed the Claim 
Petition and stated that he was engaged by the 
Mahageinent as workman in Telephone Exchange, Mour 
oh I'st April, 1994, on a salary of Rs. 2138 and he served 
them uplo 1st March, 1999, when his services were 
terminated by the management without notice, charge 
sheet, inquii^^ or compensation. The Management has 
denied this claim of the workman. They have even denied 
the relaticmship of employer and employee between the 
parties. The workman filed the rejoinder as well as affidavit 
in support of his claim. However, when the case was listed 
fw his statement, the workman did not appear in person 
and has not appeared even through representative since 
after 5th May, 2006. He has also not produced any 
evidence in support of his claim. 

Or record I do ilot find any evidence to show 
that the workman was engaged by the management and it 
was they who lerminated his services on w.e.f, 1st March, 
1999. Since there is no evidence to support the claim of 
the workman, so it is held that he is not entitled to any 
relief. The award is passed against him holding that he is 
not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award be sent 
to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion 

KULDIP SINGH, Presidmg Officer 

^ 27 2006 

W.3tT. 182.—1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) ^ tilTO 17 ^ ^ 
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New Delhi, the 27lh December, 2006 
S.O. 182.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 581/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Department of 
Telecom and their w(*rkman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/415/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL qpVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AI.-CUM- 
LABOURCOURT-n, 

CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 
CASENO.I.D.N 0 581/2005 
Registered on 23-08-2005 
Date of Decision 8 -12-2(X)6 
Mohinder Pal 
S/o. Shri Chum Ram, 

C/o. Shri N.K. Jeet, 

President, 

Telecom Labour Union, 

Mohalla Hari Nagar, 

Lai Singh Basti Road, 

Bhatinda ....Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Telecom, 

Bhatinda (Punjab) .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri N.K. Jeet 

For the Management Shri G.C. Babbar 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. On the last 
two dates also he was absent, therefore, a notice under R/ 
C was issued to him vide Postal Receipt No.3268 dated 
14th October, 2006, asking him to appear in this Court 
today. Neither he is present nor the R/C carrying the notice 
has been received back unserved. More than 30 days have 
passed since when the notice was sent to the workman. 
Neither the workmiui is present nor the notice .sent has 
been received back, therefore, there is reason to presume 
that the workman has received the notice, but he is not 
present; and that he has lost interest in the case. 

The Govt, of India vide their order no.L-40012/ 
415/99 IR(DU) dated 17th Feb., 2000 referred the dispute 
between the parties for the adjudjeation of this Tribunal 
to give the opinion, whether the action of the Management 
of General Manager Telecom Bhatinda in tenninating the 
service.^ of Mohinder Pal Sio Shri Chum Ram is legal 
and justified and if not to what relief the workman is 
entitled to and from which date. In response to the notice 
issued the workman appeared, filed his statement of claim 
and stated that he had served the Management, as 
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workman, in tbe Power Plant, Bhatinda ftom 1st Jan., 1998, 
on a sal^ of Rs. 2138 and that the Management terminated 
his services w.e.f. 1st March, 1999, without any notice, 
inquiry or charge sheet. They also did not pay him the 
compensation, therefore, the termination of the workman 
is bad in law. The Management has denied the claim of the 
workman and stated that they had never engaged him; and 
(hat they had entered into an agreement with a Contractor, 
who supplied the work fwce to them, tha:efoie, there was 
no occasion for the Managemrat to mgage the workman 
nor they could engaged him in view of the directions of the 
Govt, of India and the question of t^mination of bis services 
did not arise. They have placed oh record a copy of the 
agreement entered with one Ashok Kumar Garg, a 
contractor, who was to supply the work force to the 
Management. They have also placed on record a number 
of other documents in the shape of photo copies thereof. 
The workman filed his affidavit but has not appeared as a 
witness, although a number of oj^Kutunities were given to 
him to do that. 

On record there is no evirfence to show that the 
workman was engaged by the Management; and he had 
served them from 1st Jan., 1998 to 1st March, 1999, on a 
salary of Rs. 2138 and that the Management terminate his 
services without any notice, inquiry, charge sheet or 
compensation. Since the workman has not appeared as a - 
witness nor has proved .his affidavit, no reliance can be 
placed on his pleadings and the ^fidavit. On the other hand 
the Management has denied the claim of the workman. In 
view of this the reference is answered against the workman, 
holding that the workman has failed to show that the 
Management had engaged him and had terminated his 
services in violation of (Minciples of law and natural justice. 
The award is passed in thes© terms. Let a copy of this aw'ard 
be sent to the appre^ate govt, fw necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27 toRT, 2006 

' W.3ir. 183.—SiltilPleh f^ctK 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 183.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.1059/ 
2005) of the Centrsd Government Industrial Tribuhal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of lARI Regional 
Station and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L42012/29/1994-IR (DU)] 
SUHENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNE^flUBE 

CENraALGOVT.INIXJSrimL™BmAl^™^ 

LABOURCOURT-n, 

CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: ^ri Kuldip Singh 

CASE No. I.D.N 0 1059/2005 
Registered on 20-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006 

Workmen 

C/o. Shri Nathu Ram Munjal, 

Advocate, 

District Courts, ' 

Kamal. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

Principal Scientist, 
lARI Regional Station, 

Ksnial .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

Fca-the Workman : Jagdish Manchanda 

For the Management : Shri D.R. Sharma 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management app;'ars 
through Counsel. Excqit on 15th June, 2006 when «ie of 
the workmen Pawan Kumar appeared in person, the 
workmen have not appeared in this case on any date. 
Ultimately a notice under R/C was issued to the workmen 
Pawan Kumar under Postal Receipt No. 4031 dated 
3rd Nov., 2006 directing him tp^ appear in the case today. 
But he is not present nor the R/C carrying the notice has 
been received back unserved which shows that the 
workmen have received die notice, but they have chosen 
not to appear. This makes the Court to presume further that 
the workmen are not interested to prdsecute this case, 
therefore, the case is being considered in his absence. 

The GovL of India vide their notificatioiiNaD42012/ 
29/94 dated 27th/29th Dec., 1995 asked this Tribunal to 
adjudicate upon whether the Management was justified in 
not giving the re-employment to Pawan Kumar and others 
and if not to what relief the workmen are entitled to. 

The workmen filed the claim Statement to which the 
Managera^t filed the reply. The Management filed the 
affidavit of Shn I,P Gupta and Mohd. Mehboc^, whereas 
the workmen neither appeared nor filed their affidavits. 
They have also not prothiced any evidence in support of 
their claim. The law is settled that whosoever m^es the 
claim has to prove it. But the workmen have miserably 
failed to prove th^ they had the right of reen^loyment by 
the Management Therefore, they are entitled to no relief. 
In the circumstances their claim is rejected and the award is 
passed against them holding that they are not entitled to 
any relief. Let acc^y erf this award be sent to the ^[^irc^riate 
govt for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records aft^ due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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27 2006 

184.—1947 ( 1947 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 184.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 674/ 
2005) of the Central Goverament Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Amicxurc in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Military 
Engineering Service and their workman which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-12'2006. 

[No. L-13012/11/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAI. -CUM-LABOURCOURT-n 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding OlTicer: Shri Kuldip Singh 
Case No. I.D. No. 674/2k 5. 

Registeretl on 25-6-2(K)5 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Prakash Yadav C/o Shri Gopal Arora, House No. 

2253 Sector-15C, Chandigarh 

Petitioner 


Versus 

The Chief Engineer, Military Engineering, Service, 
Bhatinda (Punjab) 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Ashish Grover 

For the Management : Mr. K.K. Thakur Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman is not present despite notice to him 
under R/c at his village address, given by him in his 
affidavit dated 15th October, 2001. On an earlier occasion 
the notice under R/c was issued to him on his Chandigarh 
address, which was available in the order of reference, 
received from appropriate govt, vide their No. L-13012/11/ 


99/IR (DU) dated 16lh Dec, 1999. The R/c carrying the 
notice was received back with the report that the workman 
has left without address. There is no other address 
available in the record on which fresh notice can be sent 
to the workman. The representative engaged by him, did 
not appear in this Court since December, 2005. There is on 
record the statement of claim, the affidavit of the workman 
on the one hand, and the reply of the M^agement to the 
statement of claim and affidavit of Shri Alok Shukla, 
witness of the management. The claim made by the 
workman has been denied by the Management. There is 
however no evidence for and against the pleadings of the 
parties. 

On record I do not find any legal evidence to show 
that the Management had terminated the services of the 
workman without paying him retrenchment compensation 
and, therefore, their action was bad in law. In the 
circumstances the reference is answered against the 
workman holding that he has failed to show that the 
Management had violated the provisions of law and 
principles of natural justice by terminating his services. 
He is, therefore, not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered against him and the award is passed in terms of 
this order. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 185.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
440/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No. 11,. Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employei^ in relation to the management of Central Sheep 
Breeding Farm and their workman which was received by 
the (Central Government on 27-12-2006, 

[No. L-42012/41/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDU^IIRAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM^ABOm COURT-n 
CHANIKGARH 

PRESmiNGOFnCER: Shri Koldip Singh 
CaseNo. LD.No.440/2k5. 

Registocd on 19-08-2005 
Date of Decision 6-12-2006. 

DineshC/o President District Agriculture Working 
Union Station No. 9 House No. 371, Jawahar Nagar, Hissar 

... .Petitioner 

Versus 

Director Central Sheq) Breeding Farm, 

PO Box No. 10, Hissar 

... Jlespondent 

Appearance 

For the Workman : Sh. Darshan Singh 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjay Goyal Advocate 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their notification No. 
L-42012/41/99/IR (DU) dated 27th July. 1999 referred 
the following matter for the consideration of this 
Tribimal: 

**Whether the action of the l^iectmr, Centra! Sheep 
Breeding Farm, Hissar in terminating the services 
of Shri Dinesh S/o Shri Prabhu Dayal is legal and 
justified? If not. to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties. 
The workman appeared through representative whereas 
the management appeared through Counsel. They changed 
the counsels and finally Mr. Sanjay Goyal continued 
appearing for the Managem^t The workman filed his 
Claim Petition, to which the Management filed the 
Written Statement. The workman filed his affidavit 
whereas the management filed the affidavit of their 
witness Dr. Babu Ram & Dr. B.S. Purohit. The workman 
appeared as a witness whereas the management produced 
only Dr. B.S. Purohit as their witness. 

The claim of the workman is that he was engaged 
as attendant/Peon by the management from 1st July, 
1995 on daily wages but was paid the wages at the end of 
the month and he served them till 30th Apr., 1997. On 
his application arul ccmsideiing his expmence inthe line, 
he was ^}pointed as Peon on adhoc basis from 1st May, 
1997, which appointment was extended upto 31st 
October, 1997. He was disengaged by mal order stating 
that his appointment is under tbe consideration of the 
concerned Ministry; that he had served the managemoit 
continuously from 1st July, 1995 till 31st October, 


1997; that the management disengaged him from service 
without issuing him any notice and without paying him 
the appr o pri ate compensation. They, by their act, violated 
the provisions of the law; that he had made the 
representation to the management but received no reply. 
He ap>p>rehends that the management wants to appoint 
somebody else ignoring his claim and thereby they are 
resorting to unfair labour practice. 

The management in their reply has claimed that the 
workman has no right to claim since the management is 
not an Industry and is engaged in scientific breeding of 
sheep with a view to im{>rove the sheep stock of India. 
The managemrat being a scientific institution is not an 
Industry. Besides all the exp>aises of the Institute are met 
by the Govt, of India and, th^efore, they are not an 
Industry. This fact is already accepted by the Industrial 
Tribunal at Hyderabad. On merits it is their claim that 
the services of the workman came to ui end in terms of 
his appointment letter as he was engaged pnirely on adhoc 
basis for three months, which order was extended for 
further p>eriod of three months and ultimately it came to 
an end on 31st October, 1997. The services of the 
workman automatically came to an end on 31st October, 
1997, by afflux of time. According to them the p)ost of 
Pe<m was abolished since 15th Feb., 2001. Denying that 
ai^ fresh hand has been engaged by*the management, it 
is stated by them that they have not violated the 
p>rovi8ions of Section 25-F, G & H of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 hereinafter to be referred as Act. 
According to them their action was legal, just and in 
accordance with law, therefore, the workman is not 
entitled to back wages or any other relief. 

The worieman appeared as a witness and pnoved his 
affidavit W -1 and documents W-2 he admitted that he 
was appointed initially on daily wages, on 1st July, 1995 
but claimed that he had continuously served in that 
edacity till 1st May, 1997 when he was appointed on 
adhoc basis for three months. He admitted to have agreed 
-to work on the. terms and conditions of the mrder and 
stated that his services came to an end on 31st October, 
1997, after the extended p>eriod of his engagemmt came 
to an end. 

The witness of the management Dr. B.S Purohit 
also pnoved his affidavits MW I and the documents placed 
on record Annexurcs R-1 to R-4. In cross examin^on 
he stated that W-2/1 was issued by him; that the workman 
is used to get one rest day in a week but that fact is not 
noted in W-2/1. He further stated that the workman was 
working with Dr. Vijender Singh, who was later on placed 
on su^nsion in S^., 1997. He denied diat the workman 
was disengaged on the exit of Dr. Vijender Singh. He 
admitted that no comp)ensation was paid to the wor kman. 
He further admitted that the workman had served the 
management from 1st July, 1995 to 30th Apwil, 1997 as 
daily wager and from 1st May, 1997 to 31st October, 
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1997, on adhoc basis. He further admitted that the 
workman was not given any offer of appointment 
thereafter since there was no vacancy. 

From the pleadings of the parties and the statement 
of the workman and witness of the management the 
undisputed facts which emerge out are that the workman 
had served the management continuously from 1 st May, 
1995 upto 31st October, 1997. Though the first tenure 
from 1st May, 1995 to 30th April, 1997 was as adaily wager 
whereas during next six months he served on adhoc basis. 

In short (he admitted case of the parties is that the workman 
had served the management for more than 240 days, 

12 months preceding the date of his disengagement. 
Dr. Purohit, the witness of the Management, admitted that 
before his disengagement the workman was not paid any 
disengagement compensation. There is also no rebuttal 
to the claim of the workman that before his disengagemeht 
he was not given notice of termination nor was paid wages 
for the notice period. The management therefore, did not 
comply with the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act, 
before the disengagement of the workman. Their claim is 
that since the engagement of the workman was adhoc 
which was not extended beyond 31st October, 1997, 
therefore, he automatically got disengaged on 
31st October, 1997 by afflux of time. According to them 
the workman knew the terms and conditions of his 
engagement and by his statement, he agreed to the terms 
and conditions of his engagement, at the time of his 
adjustment on adhoc basis for three months. This fact 
may be true, but before his engagement on adhoc, the 
workman, by serving the management for more than 240 , 
days, 12 months preceding the date of change in the nature 
of his engagement by the management had earned the 
protection granted by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Admittedly, the workman if not illiterate, may be semi 
literate, could not be expected to understand changing 
the nature of his engagement the management intended 
to unsccure his position by limiting the extent of tenure of » 
his engagement. However this cannot affect the right of 
the workman which he had earned by continuously serving 
the management for 240 days, 12 months preceding the 
date of his disengagement. The law is now settled that a 
workman is a workman, whether engaged as a temporary, 
regular, adhoc or on daily wages and he gets the protection 
of Section 25-F of the Act, the movement he renders 
continuous service of 240 days preceding the date of his 
disengagement The management, therefore, was supposed 
to follow the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act, before 
terminating the service of the workman which (hey have 
not done by not paying him the wages for the notice period 
and by not paying him the retrenchment compensation. 
They have violated the law and principles of natural justice. 
The disengagement of the workman, therefore, was bad in 
law. 


The management has claimed that they arc not the 
Industry since the Management is engaged in the Research 
work and is fully financed by Govt, of India. In my opinion 
the claim made is unfounded. In the face of judgement in 
the case of Bangalore Water Supply and Sewerage Board 
V/s. A. Rajappa, reported as (1978) 1 LU 349 where it is 
held that if the Research Institute fulfills the triple test 
of Systematic activity, organized cooperation between 
employee and employer, for the production or 
distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
the human wants and wishes such institutes are also an 
Industry. It is not shown by the management that they 
did not fulfill the triple test. Therefore, they are the 
Industry. 

After considering all the facts and circumstances of 
this case I hold that the management was an Industry and 
the woikman, a workman. The Management did not comply 
with the provisions of the Act before terminating the 
services of the workman. As such the termination of the 
work was bad in law and is hereby quashed. 

Now the question comes as to what relief the 
workman is entitled to. Since the engagement of the 
workman has been declared as bad in law, therefore, he 
is treated to be in service of the management as if he was 
not disengaged from the service of the management w.e.f. 
1st Nov., 1997. The workman has not claimed that he 
has remained without gainful engagement during the 
period he has remained out of service of the management 
on the other hand the workman has not served the 
management but not due to his fault. It can not be accepted 
that he remained without work and still survived. 
Considering all these facts I am of the opinion that the 
workman is entitled to back wages so as to supplement 
his earnings. Therefore, I hold that the workman is entitled 
to baek wages to the extent of 25% of the wages what he 
would have got what for his disengagement. The award is 
passed in favour of the workman. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 
S.O. 186.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref- No. 
979/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.-II, Qiandigarh as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of B.B.M.B. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/123/92-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOURCOURT-n, 
CttANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 
Case No. I. D. No. 979/2k5 
Registered on 16-09-2005 
Date of Decision9-11-2006 

Ramesh Chand S/o Shri Bell Ram, CJo Shri Sat Pal Shah, 
General Secretary, BBMB, Karam chari Sangh, Nangal. 

.Petition^’ 

Versus 

Chief Engineer, BhakraDam, BBMB Nangal and Others 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workmen Sh. R-K. Singh Parmar AR 

For the Management Mr. DL. Sharma for 

Respondent No. 1 
Mr. R.C. Attri for 
Respondent No. 2 

AWARD 

The following reference received from the Central 
Govt, is imder the consideration of this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Managerment of 
Chief Engineer, Bhakra Dam, BBMB Nangal 
Township and the Chief Enginter, Bhakra Satluj 
Link Project, BBMB Sundemagar District Mandi 
(HP) in not offering re-eniployment to 
Shri Ramesh Chand S/o Late Shri Beli Ram is legal 
and justified? If not, what relief he is entitled to and 
from what dateT’ 

On getting the reference notices were issued to the 
parties who appeared through thier representatives. The 
workman filed his Claim Petition and supported the same 
with his own affidavit. The management has filed the reply 
through their two officers. One by respondent No.l and 
other by respondent No. 2, C!hief Engineer, Bhakra Dam, 
Nangal 11. Tlieworicman filed K^inder and also placed on 
record the photo copies of the docunients which were 
later on Exhibited as Ex W-2 to Ex W-IO. The Management 


filed the affidavit of one Surinder Kumar and that of SDO 
Mallriat Singh. They placed on record photo copies of 
documents Annexure R1 to Annexure R3. They also placed 
on record photo copies of documents Exhibit M3 to M7. 
The parties have also submitted Written Arguments. 

Stated in brief the claim of the workman is that he 
had joined the services with Respondent No. 2 on 
26th May, 1958 and he served them continuously upto 
27th Feb., l%7.He wasretreiichcdon28thFeb., 1967due 
to reduction in strength that at the time of his retrendiment 
he was holding the status of work mistry. Later cm he was 
re-employ^ as work mistry on 26th June, 1967 by (he 
Executive Engineer, Regulation Division under 
Respondent No. 2 and his services were retrenchld again 
on 30th Nov., 1968 but he was not paid his dues iicluding 
retrenclunent benefits; that he was employed by 
respondent No. 1 as work mistry on 6th December, 1%9 
and he worked in that capacity upto 20th Jan., 1979 When 
against his services were retrenched. At that time he was 
holding the status of chargeman. Special Grade II and was 
getting Rs. 194/- p.m as his basic salary. 

The further claim of the workman is that due to 
completion of cotain work, the Bhakra Satluj Link Project 
was merged with Bhakra Dam ami the establishment was 
renamed as BBMB (Bhakra Beas Managemait Board), vide 
notification of Central Govt, dated 15th May, 1976; and_the 
retrenched staff of the respondent No. 1 was adjusted in the 
establishment of respondentNo. 2. They were given all the 
benefits of past services since they were wex'king under the 
same chairman; that the woriunan after his retrenchment by 
respondents 1 and 2, made representations for re¬ 
employment in terms of Section 25-H of the hidustrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, hereinafter to be refared as “Act” and 
his case was referred to DirectcM-Regulaticm BBMB. He also 
submitted his representation under R/C to die respemdent 
No. 2, but the same-remained unanswered. The Management 
continued making recruitments by violating the provisions 
of Section 25-H of the Act They did not fwovide option to 
the workmen for re-employmcnt althcMigh Jthe workmdh, 
therefore, was entitled for re-employment from the date his 
juniors were recruited. In the end he has prayed for a relief 
in terms of Section 25-H of the Act along with any other 
relief found due to him. 

Both the respondents filed separate Written 
Statements. According to respondents. Chief Engineer 
Bhakra Satluj Link, Sundemagar. The reference is not 
maintainable since the workman was paid all (he benefits 
on his reti^enchment from the Bhakra Construction Board 
and the workman had voluntarily accepted the same. The 
workman having snapped the relationship with the 
management, therefore, cannot claim appointment as a 
matter of right; that too in a different and distinct 


83GI/07—11 





334 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JANUARY 20, 2007/PAUSA 30, 1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)l 


establishment created under the Punjab Reorganization 
Act, 1966 and the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. On merits 
it is claimed by them that the workman was the ex-work 
charge of Beas Construction Board and not of Bhakra 
Bcas Management Board. Admitting that the workman 
was appointed asfresh as work mistry, on 6th December, 
1969 and was promoted step by step ajid was finally made 
charge man, special grade II w.e.f. 1st July, 1972. He was 
retrenched from service on the completion of the part 
of the work of BCB on 4th Jan., 1979. The workman 
willingly accepted the retrenchment benefits as 
admissible under rules and his claims were finally settled. 
Denying the other avennents made in the Claim Petition 
it is stated by them that as per the Award No.2 C of 1971, 
the senior most work charged employees of the BCB were 
to be inducted in the service of the BBMB witJiin 6 months 
from the date of completion of the Civil works of BCB. 
The applicant being a junior one could not is inducted. His 
case could be considered on merits but not as a matter of 
right. Contesting the claim of the workman for the benefit 
of Section 25*F of the Act, it is stated by them that the 
said provisions was not available to the workman since he 
was the retrenched employee of BCB which was a different 
oiganization to that of BBMB, therefore, he can not claim 
a right against the BBMB. His case could he considered 
only on merit provided he was sponsored by the 
resettlement cell of Bhakra Satluj Link. 

In reply to para 4, of the written statement it is 
stated by the respondents No. 1 that the Beas 
Construction Board was bound up on the ctimplction of 
the project which was transferred to the BBMB. Denying 
the claim of the workman that all the employees of the 
BCB were adjusted in the BBMB, it is staled by them 
that only the senior .work charge employees were taken 
in the employment of the BBMB as per the 1971 award 
passed by the Industrial Tribunal (Supra) and the workman 
having been retrenched from BCB, he had no legal right 
to claim appointment in BBMB. The respondent have also 
denied the claim of the workman that he had a right to be 
considered in terms of Section 25-H of the Act or that 
there was violation of directions of the award. The 
respondent finally submitted that the workman has no 
legal right to claim appointment in the BBMB, therefore, 
his claim be rejected. 

Respondent No. 2, filed separate Written statement 
and also maintained that the reference is not maintainable 
since there did not exist any dispute between the parties; 
that the reference was bad for latches; ami that since the 
workman himself has admitted that he was lastly 
retrenched by the Bhakra Satluj Link, Project authorities, 
therefore, there never existed a relationship of 
respondent with the workman. On merit it is claimed by 
the ansv cring respondent that there never existed a 
Regulation Division in 1967, which was created in the 
year 1975. Moreover as per the reply given by the Chief 


Engineer, Bhakra Dam, respondent No. 2 in the case, the 
workman has no right against the said respondent. The 
claim made by the workman, is not available to him, 
therefore, the same may be rejected. 

This Tribunal is required to examine whether the 
action of the Management of Chief Engineer, Bhakra 
Dam, BBMB Nangal, Township and Chief Engineer BSL 
Project, BBMB, Sundernagar, in not offering re¬ 
employment to Shri Raincsh Chand S/o Shri Beli Ram is 
legal and justified, if not what relief he is entitled to and 
from what date? 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
services with Chief Engineer BSL, BBMB Nangal 
Township, respondent No. 1 on 26th May, 1958 and he 
served them upto 27th Fch., 1967 when his services were 
retrenched due to reduction in strength. He was later on 
was re-employed from 26th June, 1967 and he worked 
for them till 30lh Nov., 1968. His further claim is that 
he was employed by Chief Engineer, BSL, BBMB, 
Sundernagar on 6lh Dec., 1969, and he served them till 
20th Jan., 1979. Thus the workman himself has admitted 
that he had served under two Managements, distinct and 
different from each other, though finally both were 
merged in one known as Bhakra Bcas Management Board, 
hereinafter to be referred as “BBMB”. Before we 
approach to examine the claim of the workman the 
historical background of creation of BBMB may be kept 
in mind. 

Hon’blc Supreme Court of India in the case of 
Jaswant Singh V/s Union of India and others, reported as 
AIR 1980 SC 115 summiirizcd the implementation of Bhakra 
Beas Construction Project, the provisions of Punjab 
Reorganization Act of 1960 in the following words:— 

“The construction of the Bcas Project was 
commenced in the year 1960 as a venture of the erstwhile 
State of Punjab and the Slate of Rajasthans by an 
agreement between the two States. All decisions on 
policy and administrative matters were taken by a Board 
known as Beas Control Board which was constituted by 
the Central Government in consultation with the Slates 
on Feb., 10, 1961. The Control Board was presided over 
by the Governor of the then Punjab and its members 
included Ministers of the States of Punjab and Rajasthan 
and senior members of the Central Government and the 
two states. The decisions of the Control Board used to 
be implemented by the Punjab Government which was 
administering and executing the works on the project. 
Expenditure on the Project was shared by the Punjab and 

Rajasthan Governments.by Section 79(1) of the 

Punjab Reorganization Act, the ‘Bhakra Management 
Board’ was constituted by the Central Government for 
administration, management and operation of the Bhakra 
Nangal Project which included the Bhakra Dam, the 
Nangal Dam. certain irrigation headworks, power houses 
and sub-station Sub Scction(5) of Section 80 provides 
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that any con^>on^t of the Beas Project in relation to which 
the construction has been completed aft^ die ai^inted 
day may be transferred by the Central Government to the 
Bhakra management Board constituted under Section 79, 
whereupon the provisions of that section shall ^ply as if 
it were a work included in sub section (1) of that Section, 
By Sub-Section (6), the Bhakra Management Board 
constituted under Section 79 is to be re named as the 
Bhakra Beas management Board when the components of 
the Beas Project is transferred under Sub Section 5. The 
Beas Construction Board is to exist when all the 
components of Beas Project have been so transferred..u.. 
Thus part VIII the Punjab Reorganization Act provides 
for the constitution and prescribes the functions and 
powers of three different Boards: (1) The Bhakra 
Management Board, (2) The Bhakra Construction Board 
and (3) The Bhakra Beas Management Board. Fcnr brevity 
these boards are mostly referred to this judgement as the 
B. M. Board, the B. C. Board and the B.B,M. Board 
respectively. The B.M. Board and the B. C. Board were 
constituted on Oct. 1967. The B. M. Board was remined as 
B.B.M Board on May 15,1976, when two components of 
the Beas Project the Bhtinda-Sangrur Transmission Line 
and the Panipat Sub Section, were transferred to the B.M. 
Board. Prior to reorganization, there was only one Board 
in existence, called the Beas Ctmtrol Board, which was 

constituted on Feb., 10,1961..We have noticed that 

the Beas Project which prior to the reorganization of Punjab 
was a joint venture of the erstwhile State of Punjab and 
State of Rajasthan, become a venture of successor States 
and States of Rajasthan w.e.f Novemba 1966 prior to the 
reorganization, the management and construction works 
of Bhakra Nangal project as well as of the Beas project 
were under the control of the nstwhile State of Punjab 
though the entire expenditure for the two i^ojects was 
shared by Punjab and RajasthaiL By the Reorganization 
Act the entire expenditure for the construction and 
completion of the Beas Project was to be shared by the 
successor States and the State of Rajasthan but the 
responsibility of construction and completion of the Beas 
project was entrusted to the Central Government. 

It is the admitted case of the workman that he was 
initially engaged on 26th may, 1958, by respondentNo. 2 
and his services were retrenched due to reduction in 
strength on 28th Feb., 1967. He was re employed on 26th 
June, 1%7, but again his^i^ices were terminated on 30th 
Nov., 1%9. He claims that he was not paid retrenchment 
benefits whereas it is claimed by the Management that he 
was paid retrenchmoit compensation and other benefits 
in terms of the Industrial Dispute Act. The workman ui his 
statment recorded on 27th Dec., 2000 admitted that at the 
time he was retrenched from service by the BSL Project, 
he had received the terminal benefits. Thus when his 


services were terminated by the BSL Projebt due to 
reduction of staff he was paid the terminal benefits and 
that is why he did not raise diis claim since 1%9. His 
second termination came in the year 1979, again at the 
time of completion of the work'undertaken by Beas 
Construction Board. The Management has claimed that 
the workman was paid the teiminal benefits at that time 
also, that is why, the workman has not raised the claim of 
payment of retrenchm^t coaq)ensation and otho* t^minal 
benefits. The only grievance of the workman is that 
althou^ he had served the Management o( BSL and BBMB 
which are now both under.l||e same baimn, but he was 
not given the oppeutunity of re-'Cn^oyinent altiiough the 
Management had engaged his juniors in the employment. 
The workman in his statemrat of claim has nowhere named 
the persons who were juniors to his and woe re-employed 
by the management. In his statement also he did not name 
any such worker who was junior to him but was given the 
re-enrployment by the management As stated earlier the 
workman was engaged for a specified works and after the 
comi^etimi of that work the agencies like BSL or BCB got 
bound up and all the works w^ transferred to a new 
Management known as BBMB. Thus there is not 
justificatirm with the wcx'kman to claim he was entitled for 
re-enq)loymentby the BBMB since he was trever engaged 
by the BBMB nor his services Were terminated by them. 
The workman was engage^/^jy distinct and different 
establishment though these establishments merged into 
BBMB but without the liability of merged establishments 
to treat as erstwhile employees of BCB or BSL Project, as 
their own en^loyees and to give them the benefits which 
t^y could claim had they were engaged by the BBMB 
and then retreiiched by them. Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
the case of Jaswant Singh(Supra) has upheld the 
retrenchmrat of work charged enqiloyees of BSL and BCB 
on the con^letion of these wmks. 

There is another aspect of this matter. The 
employees of BSL Project approached the Central Govt, 
about dicir regularization in service. The Central Govt, 
referred the matter by reference 2 C of 1971 to the Central 
Industrial Tribunal, Chandigarh. The Tribunal discussed 
the matter with the managemoit and the employees and a 
formula was agreed to between flic parties. According to 
vkich after the completion of the works of Project or 
anytime within 6 months thereafter, if the BBMB required 
to recruit any employees from any department of the State 
or Central Govt., they were to offer the jobs to the weak 
charge employees of the BSL Pmject who bad put in 10 
years of continuous service or more and in order of their 
seniority, in the category or trade, where the Vacancy 
occurred subject to medical fitness of such a workman. It 
was further directed fliat the scale of wages paid to such a 
workman were not to be reduced to his prejudice nor the 
continuity of his service was to be affected. Thus the 
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worionan could be re-employed, after his retrenchment, in 
terms of the award provided he had served continuously 
lor 10 years with either of the respondents and was higher 
in the seniority among those of his category and the 
vacancy was available in the BBMB in that category and 
not otherwise. Thus it was the duty of the workman to 
•show that (a) he had served the Management continuously 
for 10 years or more; that there was a vacancy available in 
that category in which he had served earlier; that he was 
the senior most qua the vacancy available in that category 
but the Management despite that did not give him the 
opportunity of re-employment. The workman has utterly 
tailed to prove these facts. He has also failed to prove that 
there was a liability on the BBMB, of the employees of the 
erstwhile BCB or Beas Construction Board, under whom 
he had served earlier. 

After due consideration of all the evidence available 
on record I am of the opinion that the workman has failed 
to show that the action of the management of Chief 
Engineer, BBMB Nangal Township and Chief Engineer, 
BSL in not offering re-employment to Shri Rcuncsh Chander 
was not legal and justified. The evidence rather shows 
that the workman was not entitled for re-employment in 
the face of the 2-C, decided by the Central Govt. Industrial 
Tribunal, Chandigarh. The claim of the workman is also 
had for laches. He was last trenched in the year 1979 and 
he has raised the claim in the year 1994 i.c after 15 years. 
For that reason also his claim cannot be accepted. For, 
these reasons, he is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ felt, 27 2006 

■^.311. 187, — 3tMwT, 1947 ( 1947 
^ 14 )^^ 17 ^ 

'H'teqi 18/2005) f, ^ 

^ 27-12-2006 'SITO «fTI 

[7T. T^^-22013/l/2006-3nf 3TR (Tit-II)] 

New Delhi, the 27 th December, 2006 

S.O. 187,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Di.spute.s Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 

18/2005) of Industrial Tribunal, Godavarikhaiii as shown 
in the Aiinexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of SCCL and 
their workman which was received by the Central 
Govenunent on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-22013/1/2006-1R (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURt: 

BEI-ORETHFXTIAIRMAN, DSDUSTRIAI. 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT, 
GODAVARIKHANI 

PRESENT 

Sri M. Shanmugam, B.Com., B.L., Chairman- 
cum- Presiding Otticer 

Wednesday, the 8lh day of November, 2006. 

Industrial Dispute No. 18 of2005 
BETWEEN 

Odelay Sandya, 

W/o. Venkateshwarlu, 

Age 28 yrs., Occ : House Hold, 

R/o. Qr. No. T2-1196,7B Colony, 

Godavarikhani, 
now atH. No. 408-16, 

Mutyala Pocham ma Wada, 

Peddapalli of Karimnagar Distt. ....Petitioner 

And 

1. The Colliery Manager, 

II-A Incline, 

Godavarikhani. 

2. The General Manager, 

Singareni Collieries, 

Godavarikhani. 

3. The Managing Director, 

Singareni Collieries, 

Kolhagudem, 

Khainmam Distt. ....Respondents 

This Industrial Dispute petition coming on before 
me for final hearing on 6-11-2006, upon perusing all the 
doeuments on record and upon hearing arguments of 
Sri D. Krishna Murthy, Advocate for the respondents. For 
the petitioner, she filed the petitioner. Afterwards, she was 
called absent, .sct-cxpartc. As per Rule 24 of A.P., I.D., 
Rules, if without sufficient cause, the petitioner fails to 
attend or to be represented before this court, it should be 
considered as if the parly had duly attended or had been 
represented, and having stood over for consideration 

AWARD 

1. This is a petition filed U/Sec. 2-A(2) of l.D. Act, 
1947 praying to direct the respondents to appoint the 
petitioner into service as fresh duly setting aside the 
termination order dtd. 22-3-2001 issued by R-2 togethger 
with full backwages. 

2. The petitioner affidavit allegations briefly are as 
follows:— 

That the husband of petitioner was appointed as 
an employe in Singareni Collieries in the year 1992 and 
the husband of petitioner discharged his duties to the 
fullest satisfaction of superiors till upto removal from 
service i. e., 22-3-2(X)l. 
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3. That the husband of petitioner was foisted a single 
charge of absenteeism of misconduct in the year 1998 and 
terminated the services of husband of petitioner. The 
husband of petitioner was not given any documents such 
as enquiry reports, charge memo and otha: material papers 
and Oiereby committed a false enquiry into the c^e of 
petitioner. The enquiry conducted is completely arbitrary 
illegal and against to the ponciples of natural justice. The 
husband of petitioner is regularised in the year 1995 and 
he is a regular employee of SC company, 

4. That aftCTthcrcmoval from service dtd. 22-3-2001, 

the husband of petitioner left home without giving any 
intimation to his Mrs.petitioner herein and also a minor 
daughter at the mercy of her father in law and mother in 
law. Both the father in law, mother in law expelled the 
petitioner herein to the house of her parents. Now the 
petitioner No. 1 and ha minor daughter is living in the 
house of her father. The where abouts of petitioner’s 
husband for the last three years is not known. So the non 
availability of regular services of workman is nothing but 
retrenchment. The termination order is issued by 
respondent No.2. Therefore the cause of action arise to 
the petitioner herein to contest the termination as, a class 
1 heir of Hindu succession Act., to survive on the earth 
along with her minor daughter. 

5. That the petitioner went to several times to the 
1 St respondent to provide an employment of attender or 
sweeper or any suitable post to her. But the words of 
petitioner has proved futile. Hence, the petitioner is 
approaching this court for judicious adjudication. That 
the petitioner prays this court to decide the validity of 
domestic enquiry as a preliminary point. The petitioner’s 
husband is an illeterate and he does not know english and 
the respondent obtained thumb impression of enquiry 
reports. Thereby cheated to petitioner’s husband. The 
petitioner’s husband termination is totally illegal arbitrary. 
Therefore the fresh enquiry has to be conducted into the 
case of petitioner. 

6. That the petitioner and her minor daughter is 
living at the inercy of the father of petitioner. That the 
petitioner is facing untold problem for food clothes and 
shelter. Therefore prays this court to direct the 
respondents to appoint the petitioner into service as fresh 
duly setting aside the termination order dtd. 22-3-2001 
issued by R-2 together with full backwages. 

7. The averments of the counter filed by the 
resjKmdents are that it is a Govt. Company incorporated 
under the companies Act, 1956 for carrying out the 
business of winning and selling the coal. That since the 
coal mining industry is a central subject the Appropriate 
Government for this respondent management is Central 
Government. The respondent submits that as per S.7A(i) 
of l.D.Act, the Appropriate Government may by 
notification in the official gazette cemstitute (me or more 
industrial tribunal for the adjudication of industrial disputes 
relating to any matter whether specified in the 2nd schedule 
or 3rd schedule and for performing such other functiems 
as may be assigned to them under this Act. The respondent 


submits that Central Government established an Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court at Hyderabad from 29-12-2000 
for adjudication df industrial disputes and the petitioner 
ought to have approached the said tribunal for the ledressal 
of grievance, if any. But, the petitioner conveniently 
avoided to file his petitiem before the tribunal established 
by the Central Government for the reasons best known to 
him. That the petition is not maintainable under law and 
the same may be dismissed on this ground alone. 

8. That the maintainability of the dispute raised by 
the petitioner before this court may be decided as 
preliminary issue before proceeding with the trial. That 
the petitioner failed to exhaust the (Conciliation,procedure 
as laid down in the LD.Act and filed the present petition 
before this court under S.2A(2) of I. Act, 1947 as 
amended by AP. Amendment Act, 1987 (Act No.32 of 1987). 
That as the appropriate government for coal mining 
industry is the Central Government, the State Amendment 
Act is riot applicable to the respondent company and the 
petition filed by the petitioner is not maintainable under 
law and is liable to be dismissed in limine. 

9. That the above petition is filed by the petitioner, 
wife of Odela Venkateswarlu, ex-Badli Filler, C5DK. No. 2 A. 
Incline of the respondent company, who was dismissed 
from the service of the respondent company vide order 
dated 20-3-2001. That the petitioner in the above petition 
clearly stated that the ex-employee left the house without 
any intimation after removal from the service. That there 
is not proof regarding his death and there is no 
declaration from any competent court declaring Sri Odela 
Venkateswarlu is dead. That in the absence of death 
certificate or declaration from a competent court the 
petitioner is not entitled to question the dismissal order 
dtd.2()-3-2()01 passed by the respondent company. On 
this count alone the above petition is liable to be 
dismissed. 

10. That the husband of the petitioner Mr. Odela 
Venkateswarlu was appointed as badli filler vwfe office order 
dtd. 28-7-1996 in the respondent company but not in the 
year 1992 as alleged in the petition. That Venkateswarlu 
had not put in mandatory attendance of 190 days per 
year since his appointment. As such, he has not served 
the respondent company to its satisfaction as alleged. 

11. That as Mr.Venkateswarlu worked only for 62 
days during the year, 1997 and remained absent for his 
duties without any leave or p^mission he was issued 
with a chargesheet dtd. 30-7-1998 under clause No. 25.25 
of the approved standing orders for his misccmduct of 
habitual absenteeism. After receipt of the chargesheet 
had submitted his explanation dtd. 5-8-98 statirig that due 
to ill-health, he did not attend to his duties in the year 1997 
and requested the company to allow him to duty. As the 
explanation of Mr.Venkateswarlu was not satisfactory 
domestic enquiry was ordered duly fixing the date of 
enquiry, on 11-8-1998. After receipt ofenquiry notice he 
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had altcndcd ihc enquiry on 11-8-1998. During ihc enquiry, 
he admilted (he eharges Icvelletl against him iind requested 
the management to condone his absence for this lime and 
assured that he will not repeat the same in luturc. That he 
had fully participated in the domestic enquiry and he 
signed the enquiry proceedings in token of his 
pjirlicipation. 

12. That Mr. Vcnkateswarlu had only attended 68 
days in the year 1996, 62 days in the 1997, 42 days in 
the year 1998, 113 days :n the year 1999, 117 days in 
the year 2000. As Mr. Vcnkateswarlu did ntd improve 
his attendance inspitc of receipt ol chargeshcet dt. 
30-7-98 and as (he representatien is not satisfactory the 
respondent company had no option except to dismiss 
Vcnkateswarlu from the services ot the respondent 
company. As such he was dismissed on 20-3-2001 w.e.f., 
22-3-2001. 

13. That Vcnkateswarlu had fully participated in 
the domestic enquiry and put his signature on the enquiry 
proceedings in English. He was given air opportunity to 
defend his ease. Therefore, the respondent company 
prays this court to dismiss the petition with exemplary 
costs in the ends of justice; else the respondent company 
suffers irreparable h)ss. 

14. Heard on btilh sides. 

15. This is a ease of 2005. The petitioner counsel 
filed vakalat on 17-7-2006. On 9-10-2006, the petitioner 
counsel stated that the petitioner is not interested, though 
he had written letters to the petitioner but no response 
from the petitioner. If on the next date of adjounnnent, if 
petitioner not tumed-up, he will report no instructions. 
On 16-10-2006 the petitioner counsel staled that he can 
withdraw and close the I.D., as the petitioner's husband 
whereabouts not known for 4 years-on 30-10-2006, both 
petitioner and counsel absent and no representation. 
Hence, made sct-cx-parte and posted for respondent 
side evidence on 6-11 -2006. Today the petitioner counsel 
present and endorsed on the vakalat staling that the 
husband of the petitioner not heard as on today i.e., for 4 
years. Hence, (he I.D„ may be closed by way of not 
pressing. Again the counsel for the petitioner endorsed 
on the petition slating that I.D. may be closed as he is not 
pressing the I.D., for one year. 

16. Heard the respondent side. Respondent side, 
no oral and documentary evidence produced. Heard the 
arguments on respondent side and posted tor orders. 
Heard the arguments on the respondent side as the 
petitioner since from the begiiming did not turn-up to the 
court except filing this petition. This is a petition filed by 
the wife of the deceased L.R. 

17. As per the pleadings of the petition, this petition 
filed by the petitioner the respondent filed counter as 
follows, wife of Odela Vcnkateswarlu Ex. Badli FiUer of the 
respondent company, who was dismissed from service 
vide order dt.20-3-2001. The petitioner clearly stated that 
the employee left the house without any intimation after 
removal from service. There is no proof of regarding his 


death and there is no declaration f:roni any competent 
court declaring Odela Vcnkateswarlu is dead. In the 
absence of death certificate or ticclaration from a competent 
court the petitioner is not entitled to question the dismissal 
order passed by the respondeni compiuiy. 

18. As per the petitioner allegations that the 
husband of the petitioner left home without giving any 
intimation to his w ifc. Both the I alhcr-in-laws and mother- 
in-law expelled the petitioner from the house and the 
petitioner and her daughter arc living at their father s 
house. The petitioner iuul her husband whereabouts arc 
not known for the last 3 years. This is stated in the year 
2005, now even by calculation it comes by 4 years. The 
petitioner filed this petition as Class-I- of Hindu Succession 
Act. Further the petitioner requested the court to provide 
her an employment in fhe company. 

19. As per the pleadings the petitioner husband 
pleaded that, the petitioner husband is an illiterate and he 
does not know English and his thumb impressions 
obtained on the enquiry report. Thereby cheated the 
petitioner’s husband. The petitioner’s husband 
termination is totally illegal and arbitrary. Theretore, a fresh 
enquiry has to be conducted. For this, respondent 
counsel contended that Odela Vcnkateswarlu has fully 
participated in the domestic enquiry and put his signature 
on the enquiry proceedings in English. He was given! air 
opportunity to defend his case. 

20. On the basis of the evidence available on record^ 
the findings concluded by the enquiry authority and the 
disciplinary authority accepted the same. The Petitioner 
wife did not explain what prejudice she has been 
caused to her. When the petitioner wife did not explain 
any prejudice in any way on account of conducting 
enquiry. The findings recorded by the respondent is 
perfectly legal and valid. The court thinks that the case of 
the petitioner is not at all real one, substance or that there 
is a Substantiate possibility of success or that the result 
will not be different even if natural justice is followed. In 
the absence ol any such violating circumstances, the court 
is not likely to be interfered with. The Domestic enquiry is 
conducted is proper, valid and conducted in accordance 
with the prinicplcs of natural justice. Therefore the issues 
are fomid in favour of the respondent and against the 
petitioner. 

21. From the respondent counsel argument the 
following points are raised for determination. 

1. Whether the petitioner wife is entitled to lilc this 

petition without filing the death certificate of the 
petitioner and wdthout tiling succession certificate 
that she is the heir of the petitioner. 

22. As per the respondents counsels argument in 
this case the petitioner left the house without any 
intimation alter removal from service. There is no proof 
regarding his death and there is no declaration from any 
competent court dcchiring the petitioner is died. In the 
absence of that the petition is not maintainable. 
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23. Further the respondent counsel contended that ’ 
the petitioner received the charge sheet and submitted his 
explanation stating that due to ill-health, he did not attend 
to his duties in the year. 1977. The petitioner 
Vcnkateswarlu admitted the charges levelled against him 
and did not choose to take any assistance of his co¬ 
workers. During the enquiry. Venkateswarlu admitted the 
charges and requested the management to condone his 
absence and he assured he will not repeat the same in 
future. Venkateswarlu after receipt of show cause notice 
submitted his representation requesting the respondent 
company to execuse him and to take him on duty. 

24. The respondent counsel contended that 
Venkateswarlu is irregular, his services were not 
regularised. The said Venkateswarlu left the house for 
family problems and he is still alive. There is no cause 
t)f action for the petitioner to file this petition. The 
alleged cause of action is not maintainable under law. 
The said Venkateswarlu, terminated after due enquiry 
for his misconduct, wherein he has fully participated 
and signed in english. It does not amount to retrenchment. 
Further the respondent submit that the company is doing 
the basiness of winning and selling of coal by employing 
more than 90,000 persons. It is fi^er submitted that if 
(he employees abstain/abscond from their duties the 
required production/plaimed production targetted will not 
he achieved resulting in huge losses to the respondent 
company. To avoid this contingency the respondent 
company incorporated the absenteeism as one of the acts 
of misconduct which is approved by the Central 
Government in accordance with the procedure laid down 
in the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946. 
Therefore, the respondent company prays this court to 
dismiss the petition with exemplary costs in the ends of 
justice; else the respondent company suffers irreparable 
loss. 

25. The findings and orders of disciplinary 
authority, it is very well reasoned and detailed order has 
found the charges proved against the petitioner on the 
basis of the oral and documentary evidence and the legal 
position discussed, without any perverse of mind. That 
the respondent-management established the misconduct 
beyond doubt against the petitioner and the points are 
decided against the petitioner and in favour of the 
respondent. This misconduct of un-authorised absence 
without prior permission and prior intimation on the part 
of the petitioner is of serious and grave in nature and 
warrants the extreme punishment of dismissal from 
sex vice. When the misconduct has been proved and this 
court found that the enquiry was fair and proper and the 
misconduct was proved from the material available on 
record, I do not find any extention circumstances to 
interfere with the order of punishment of dismissal from 
service. In my considered opinion the findings of the 
respondent in the domestic enquiry doc;s not suffer from 
any error whatsoever. 

26. In this case, the misconduct for which the 
extreme punishment was imposed on the petitioner, he is 


causing loss to the man^ement. It is well established that 
this court should not use the words punishment being 
disproportionate to the charges. Once this court finds the 
gravity of misconduct and he has the past record of service 
should not be interfered. Without prejudice to Uk petitioner 
and the respondent conducting enquiry it found that the 
un-authorised absence without leave or prior permission 
without obtaining leave earlierly it shows he is disobedient 
of the lawful orders of the respondent as fully stated the 
petitioner committed misconduct within the meaning of 
Regulations and thereby the respondent has removed the 
petitioner from service. This court would have no 
jurisdiction to show any sympathy for such a petitioner 
who is guilty of un-authorised absence should not be 
shown any lenient especially when he continues absent 
himself and for a long period. 

27. From the above, the petitioner is not a duty 
minded and discipline, as he Violated to follow the 
regulations of the company. So the petitioner is un¬ 
doubtedly committed the irregulmties which is a serious 
in nature. In the circumstances, this court cannot take any 
lenient view and substitute its opinion for that of the 
disciplinary authority. The findings of the disciplinary 
authority given on the question relating to the propor¬ 
tionality of punishment is based upon tbe evidence and 
material on record. In the circumstances, 1 do not find any 
merits in this petition and the same shall be accordingly 
stands dismissed. 

In the result, the petition is liable to be dismissed 
'and is accordingly dismissed. But in the circumstances, 
no costs. 

Typed to my dictation directly by typist, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this, the 8th day of Nov., 2006. 


M. SHANMUGAM, Chainnan-cum- 
Piesiding Officer 

At^ndix of Evidence 

Witnesses Examined 

For Workman; 

-NBU 

For Management; 

-NIL- 

Exhibits 

For Workman: 

-NIL- 

For Management! 

-NIL- 
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w.3ir. 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ «ira 17 ^ 31^^01 
"'ft. 3nf. ^ ’3Hf^ <^4°hKl 

3TfeTn T 2 ^ (^4 

1259/2006) ^ y4>ir^ld Wt t, ^ "4^ 

27-12-2006 ^ W ^311 «1TI 

[71. TT^-42012/56/2005-3114 31R (Tlti^iT-lI)] 

3T^ -ggqR T^, 3lf«Rn^ 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 188.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1259/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of PGI, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/56/2005-IR (CM-O)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CFJSn’RAI. GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAI>-CUM- 
1.ABOUR COURT-n, CHANDIGARH 


lYesiding Officer : Shri Kuldip Singh 

CaseI.D.No.1259/2006 

Registered on 14-3-2006 
Date of Decision 28-11-2006. 


Mahesh Kumar S/o Shri Ram Bharose, C/o Shri Ram Din, 
Civil Division No.l, PGI, (Hiandigarh. 

—Petitioner 


Versus 

The Director, PGI, Chandigarh 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : NEMO 


—Respondent 


For the Management ; Mr. Kuldip Kumar Sharma 
Legal Assistant, PGI 


AWARD 


The workman is not present. Management appears 
through representative. 

It may be noted here that this reference was received 
on 14th March, 2006. On a notice issued, the parties 
appeared on 5th June, 2006, and since then the workman 
sought time to file the Claim Petition. It is the conduct of 
the workman that on one day he appears and on the next 
date he is absent. He has been given four dates to file the 
Claim Petition. So as to easurc his presence, a notice under 
R/C was also issued to him for his appearance on 4lh 


October, 2006. He appeared on the date fixed and on the 
^ate next to that but today again he is absent. 

It is also worth note here that the copy of the 
reference in this case was endorsed by the Ministry of 
Labour and Employment to Mahesh Kumar S/o Ram Bharose 
C/o Ram Din Civil Division No. 1, PGI, Chandigarh whereas 
the dispute which has been referred for adjudication 
pertains to one Sanjay Kumar, Ward Servant. In the 
reference there is no address of this Sanjay Kumar nor it is 
shown as to what is his relationship with Mahesh Kumar, 
who has been appearing in the case off and on. The 
Management has placed on record photo copies of the 
award passed by CGIT-cum-Labour Court-I in ID No. 277 
of 2004 and stated that the case of Mahesh Kumar was 
under the consideration of that Tribunal which has already 
been dismissed. On record there is neither the claim petition 
filed by Shri Mahesh Kumar nor any evidence produced 
by him to prove that the Management had acted illegally 
by terminating the services of Shri Sanjay Kmnar, Ward 
Servant. In the circumstances the reference cannot be 
answered effectively so long the proper party from the 
side of the workman appears and states the case of the 
workman. It, .seems there has come some clerical mistake 
while drafting the reference. Whatever may be the case, 
the correction has to be done by the Labour Ministry, 
therefore, the reference is returned to them for necessary 
action. The file be consigned to records after due 
completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Persiding Officer 
^ felt, 27 [44IHL 2006 

W,3ir. 189.-3t)^ini4i 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 717^ ^ ■^TSfR 

^ ^\^\M 7^ felf4^ ^ ^ TTO PH^kchT 3ft7 

cHU'FkT ^ 3T^>J -ff' PhR^ 3f|TftfW 4 

m^\{ 3Mta ajpq^TpiT 4. 2, ^ ^ 

(7f5;4 wn 39/2003) ^ y4)lP^ld wt ^ 7T7^ 

^ 27-12-2006 ^ TRT13TT 

[7i 17^-42012/133/2002-3T?4 3n7(7ffT7R-II)] 
3?^ ■’fte, 3lf^ch!<) 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 189.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cuni- 
LabourCourt, No. II, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Super Bazar The Co-operative Store Ltd., and their 
workmen , received by the Central Government on 
27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/133/2002-IR (CM-ff)] 
AJ AY KU MAR GAUR, De.sk Officer 
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AI^MEXUBE 

B]!K)RE IBEFRESiraNGOFnCER: CENIKAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSIUAL TIUBONAIXIUM- 
LABOUR COl]RT-B,NEW^l£t!^ 


PresidingOIIIcer:R.NRAI. 

In the matter of: 

U>.Na 39/2003 

Shri Pat Ram, 

R/o. D-467, ^akurPur, 

J.J. Colony, 

Delhi-no 034. 


Versus 


The Managing Director, 

Super Bazar, the Co-operative Stme Ltd., 

Cannought Place, 

New Delhi-no 001. 


AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L42012/133/ 
2002-IR (CM-II) Central Goveniment dt. 05-03-2003 has 
referred the followii^ pc^t fw adjudicatiem. 

The point runs as haeuhder:— 

‘‘Whether^ actioned the Managing Director, Super 
Bazar, Hie Co-operative Store Limited, Cannaught 
Place, New Delhi in dismissing the services Shri 
Pat Ram, Helper from sovices w.c.f. 24-03-2001 «id 
also ordering to recover an amount of Rs. 22182.01 
from his duM is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief he is entitled to?” 

The workman ^(^icant has filed statement of claim. 
In his claim statement it has been stated thatiie was 
illegally dismissed on 24-03-2Q01 and the managemeitt 
ordered for recovery of Rs. 22182.01. This act of the 
management is illegal. 

The workman applicant has been charged for 
shortage of stock from 26-06-1993 to 27-02-IW. The 
workman has not been entrusted with any stock during 
this period. The worieman has hbt been entrusted with any 
stock, so if stock has been found short he should not be 
held liable for the same. 

That there is provision for recovery of short stock 
from the concerned enq)loyee. The value of short of stock 
is being recovered from him without holding any pix^>er 
inquiry. He cannot be held liable for the stock which was 
not received by him. The ^tiie jvoceedings regarding 
shortage of stock against him is illegal aixl invalid. The 
workman has been en:q>loyed in Bazar at the post of 
Helper from September, 1984 and he has been discharging 
his duties honestly and sinceitly. The dismissal of Ws 
services vide order dated 24-03-2001 is absolutely illegal 
and unjustified. 

The respondent/management has filed written 
statement. In t^ written statement it has been stated that 
the claim petition has been filed by one Surya Narayan 
Shukla mi behalf of the workman namely Shri P^n Ram 
who has been dismissed from the services of the 
respondenl/management w.e.f. 24-03-2001. Shri Surya 
Narayan Shukla has no locus standi fw filing of the present 


petmon on behalf of the workman. The claim portion has 
neither been rigned by the worionan nor is supported by a 
letter of authority in the prescribed Form - F as required 
by the Industriid Dif^utes (Central) Rules, 1957. The 
claim petition is thttefore, not maintainable and is liable 
for rejection on dus ground alone. 

That the ctii^ute raised before this Hon’ble Court is 
not properly espoused by any union representing the 
en^loyees of the management The claim petition is not 
maintainabie and therefore, needs to be rejected. 

That the management establishment is already 
closed and wound up and is under liquidation fca* which 
liquidator has already been appointed. Since the 
management is already closed and there is no post available 
for which the ciainmt can be appointed as such the relief 
as prayed by the wcokman canqot be in any case panted 
against the management and in favour of the workman. 
The claim filed by the worieman is liable to be rejected on 
this ground alone. 

The claim isi not maintaiaablc in view of the 
provisions of Multi State (Do-operative Societies Act as 
tee management is already under liquidation. The claim 
is liable to be rejected cm this ground alone. 


That even oteerwise, the workman is not entitled to 
any relief whatsoever as claimed in the claim petition 
un^r rcfrfly. The worieman has been dismissed from the 
services in accordance with law’aiid after complying with 
all tee procedures of natural justices. lit is submitted that 


charge sheet No.Vig.ll/SB/94/84«474 dateel 25-11-1994 
along wite anoteer employee namely Shri Prem Singh, 
Jr. S A. As per the charge sheet dated 25-11-1994 bote tec 
above enq>loyees while functioning in PNB Special Mobile 
No. 8150 duringthe period from 26m6-1993 to 17-02-1994 
were responsible for heavy stock shortages to tec tune of 
Rs. 45,625.75. After allowing tee permissible shc^ge, the 
recoverable shortage comes to Rs. 45,295.55. 


An inquiry was ccaiducted against tee twbeinployees 
including tee worieman by Shri M-L. Gulati who was 
{qjpointed Inquiry Office by tlte disciplinary auteority vide 
his order dat^ 26-04-1995. The wominan participated in 
Uk said inquiry and was given sufficient opportunity to 
rebut tec charges. The workman was supplied With all the 
material/docunients on tee basis of which inquiry was 
proposed to be conducted. Furtecr opportunity Was given 
to tee worieman to cross-exan^e the management witness 
as well as to adduce evidence in defence. The Inquiry 
Officer cemchided the inquiry and submitted his r^pem 
dated 18-12-2(XX) to tee disciplinary autecsity, holding tee 


stock shortages doe to their liegligc^e. 

The report of the inquiry was forwarded to tec 
workman who was also given an opportunity of making 
Writtei^oral submission. The worieman made a written as 
well as oral submi^lons before tee discipline aiiteority 
cai r4-03-2{X)l aiKl in his written siteafisrions tee Workman 
has e^ered to deposit 60%-of tec^sfaortages against him 
immediately and requested that remaining 40% may be 

recovered from his sale- 


83 GI/07—12 
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The disciplinary authority after going through the 
record of (he inquiry, the submissions made ^ the charged 
officials as well as the admissicm of guilt made by the 
charged official vide his order dated 17>03<2001 imposed 
punishment of dismissal upon the wm^kman along with 
direction that the remaining 40% of shortages be 
recovered from his dues. The conduct of the workman 
was found to be against the service and conduct rules of 
the respondent management and also for the loss of 
confidence in the wortoan, the punishment of dismissal 
was imposed upon him. The order of dismissal therefore, 
is legally valid and in cemformity with the principles of 
natural justice. The appeid filed }sy the workman against 
(he order of the dismissal dated 17>03’2001 has also been 
rejected by the appellate authority vide his order dated 
26-06-2001. 

That the management relies upon the inquiry record 
and reiterates that the findings of the Inquiry Officer are 
correct aid legal. 

That the contents of the claim are not denied so far 
as existence of order dated 27-05-2000 is concerned 
however, it is submitted that the service and conduct rules 
of the respondent management make it clear that the 
employees posted in the selling areas are responsible 
jointly and severally for the stock shortages. The 
respondent management has also issued various orders 
and guidelines in respect of the joint responsibility of 
the employees working in selling areas. The orders/ 
guidelines issued are part of the service condition of the 
respondent management and therefore, binding upon them. 
The respondent management is within its rights to take 
disciplinary action against the claimant and also recover 
the amount as heavy stock shortages beyond the 
permissible limit from him being responsible for the 
same. 

The performance of the claimant has been poor 
during his employment with die respondent management. 
No authority letter as alleged has been supplied to the 
respondent management; otherwise also no such 
authorization can be made in favour of the person who 
has signed the claim. The claim cannot be signed by any 
person other than the claimant as such the claim is liable 
to be rejected on this ground itself. 

That the inquiry held against the claimant is fur and 
legal however in case this Hon’ble Court vitiates the 
inquiry for any reasons whatsoever, in that case the 
respondent management seeks leave to prove the charges 
before this Hon*ble Court. 

That the contents of the prayer clause are factually 
incorrect and legally untenable and are liable to be 
rejected. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of bis claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the writtra 
statement. 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
the case was posted for argument on the preliminary issue 
for fairness of the inquiry. 

On 29-08-2006 the parties were directed to enter into 
evidence. So 02-11-2006 was fixed for cross of the 


workman, The management was permitted to adduce 
evidence on the point of legality and fairness of the inquiry. 

It further transpires from perusal of the order sheet 
that the woilunan filed ^idavit on 18-04-2005 and the case 
was fixed on 21 -06-2005 fot cross of the wcvkman applicant. 
The management has sought several adjournments. The 
management has not adduced any evidence. The workman 
aj^licant has not been cross examined. 

Heard argument from the side of the workman 
applicant. The management was subsequently present on 
^at day. 7 days time was allowed for advancing argument 
on 28-11-2006 but the management did not turn up on 
05-12-2006. So the case was reserved for award. 

The case of the workman is that he was illegally 
dismissed on 24-03-2001 and the management ordo*^ for 
recov «7 of Rs. 22182. The workman has beat charged fev 
shortage of stock from 26-06-1993 to 27-02-1994. 

It was submitted that no stock was entrusted with 
the workman. The workman has not received any stock 
from any employee. The Mobile Van Incharge, Shri Prem 
Singh has received the entire stock. 

It was further submitted that the inquiry ^oceediiigs 
against the workman for shortage of stock are illegal and 
invalid. The workman was a Helper. He was employed in 
Supar Bazar from September, 1984 and he has been 
discharging his duties honestly and sincerely. Dismissal 
order is absolutely illegal and unjustified. 

The case of the management is that the claim 
statemrat has not been filed by the workman. There is no 
registered power of attorney to the fact (hat Shri Shyam 
Narain Shi^a will contest on behalf of the workman. There 
is letter from the workman, B-7puiported to be signed by 
Shri Pat Ram. 

It has been mentioned in the rejoinder that Shri Shyam 
Narain Shukla has been authorized by the worieman to sign 
the claim and rejoinder under rule 4 of the © Act, 1957. 

It appears from perusal of the reference order that 
Shri Pat Ram has raised the dispute before the Conciliation 
Officer and the reference has ben sent in the name of Shri 
Pat Ram. There is no merit in this contention of the 
management. 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that the establishment is under liquidation 
and it has been admitted in the rejoinder by the authorized 
co-enqployee of the claimant that the dispute was raised 
prior to the process of liquidation and the workman has 
been dismissed illegally prior to the start of the process of 
liquidation. So the workman is entitled for reinstatement. 

The case of the management is that Shri Prem Singh, 
Jr. Sales Agent and Shri Pat Ram, Helper worked at PNB 
RDC Special Mobile No. 8150 during the period from 
26-06-1993 to 27-02-1994. A raid was conducted on 
17-02-1994 and shortage of the articles amounting to 
Rs. 45652.75 were found. Heavy loss to the society has 
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been cauied by the nefligeot act of die Helper as weU u 
(he Junior Sales Agent, Shri Ptem Siaih. 

It further traaspirasftom peruu^ Of (he inquiry that 
sufficient opportunities have been given to the 
chargesheeted employee. He has submitibd his defence 
ymlon also. Thus, ptinei|des of nidural ^usdoe have been 
observed in the inipiiry procee^ngs. The witnesses have 
been cross examined by the defence assistant and the C SB , 
Shri Pat Ram has submitted Us written defence. The 
disciplinary authority has given his findings after 
considering the report of the hupiiiy officer and (he defence 
version of the claimant Pat Ram. 

^ The Inquiry Office has held diat surprise stock 
taking was conducted by the team of officials deputed by 
(he audit department and while stock taking they found 
shortage of Rs.456S2.75. The Inquiry Qfflcer has further 
held that shortage has been caused definitely by the 
charged officials of Special Mobile Van due to their 
negligence and not being vigilant. ^ 

It was submitted from the side of the claimant that he 
was not entrusted of any article, so he cannot be charged 
for any breach or negligence. Shri Pat kam was a Helper to 
the Junior Sales Agent It was his duty to receive the articles 
and sell the same in the open market. It cannot be presumed 
that the Junior Sales Agmt, Shri Prem Singh did every thing 
himself. In such circumstances' there will no need of any 
Helper. The Helper was duty bound to assist to Junior 
Sales Agoit and to report if there was any shortage. 

Shri Prem Singh has sent letter dated 03-09-1993 
alleging negligent act of the Helper, Shri Pat Ram. He has 
sent letter dated 30-09-1993 regarding the same facts. The 
worieman has also sent Ictlcrdatcd 21-09-1993,22-12-1993 
and 23-10-1993 alleging misc<»duct on the part of Shri 
Prem Singh, Junior Sales Agent. There have been 
accusations from both the sides. 

Charges have been framed against both the cmidoyecs 
and the Inquiry Office has given his findings that there was 
shortage to the tunc of Rs. 45692i75 due to negligent act of 
the Junior Sales Agent and his Help^ the present workman 
Shri Pat Ram. Nodefici^y in the inquiry proceedings have 
been pointed. It was the duty of the Junior Sales Agent to 
receive articles and to sell (hem in (he open market Shri Pat 
Ram the wcxrkman assisted toe Junior Sides Agoit in his 
duties. It is true that the receipts have beoi singed by Siri 
Prem Singh alone but in the facts md circumstances of toe 
case Shri Pat Ram toe He^xa- was a assistin g hiiTid , shrm ld 
have lent his hands to suppext to the Jumor Sales Ag^. 
Shri Prem Singh has sent letters to show toat toe Helper, Shri 
Pat Ram was negligent It spears toat Shri Pat Ram and toe 
Driver of toe Mobile Van were in collusion and caused 
disturbance to Shri Prem Sin^ and toe helper Siri Pat Ram 
did not perform any work. It was his duty to assist Had he 
assisted psoperly tooe would not have been shevtage toe 
articles as alleged and found correct Tbeie is no proof <rf 
direct involvemrait of toe workman ^^licant 


It w« nibmittod from (be tide of tl» maaagement 
th«t leverii guldellnM have been iiiued that toe UabUlty 
of the Hetpec and Junior Salea Agent will be Joint, ki the 
facta and ciioumataiicea of the caae joint liebility it 
neceiiary. Jr. Sales Agent ii to be aaaiated by the Helper. 
So the Helper and toe Jr. ^alea Agent both am Jointly 
reaponsible for any loss or ahortage. 

It was lubmitted that toe worksun has agreed to 
depotit 60% of the ahortage allegedly cauaedTy joint 
negligence. There is proviilon for recovery of shortage. 
Tlim ia ahegadoD of negligent act only. Tlieit is no charge 
of mis-appropriation. Such a severe punishment of 
dismissal should not be awarded for disrges of negligmit 
act. The order of dismissal ii hot proportionate to the 
misconduct of toe worimum. 

It was subinirted,from toe side of the workman toat 
in case there is provision for recqyery of shortage of 
articles, no punishment should be imposed. It is quite 
obvious that there is shortage of stock by the negligent 
act of the workman. He has n6 prerogative to go on acting 
negligently. The management is entitled to take action for 
Diligent act and to pun^ toe woriunan. The proviston 
for recovery is With a view to making tood toe loss caused 
to toe management. Tboe is no merit in the argument of 
the workman. Tbe management has every right to punish 
f<Mr misconduct. 

It is adm itted that toe estabUshment is closed and it 
is under process of liquidation. So there is no question of 
reinstatement There is no post existing in view of the 
closure of the undertaking. In the facts and circumstaifces 
of the case toe workman is ^tkd to a conqiensation of 
Rs.l,00,0(XV- (Rs. One Lakh). 

The action of the .Managing Director, Super Bazar, 
The Cooperative Store Limited. Connaught Place, New 
Delhi in dismissing the slices of Shri Pat Ram, Helper 
from services w.c.f. 24-03-2001 and also ordering to 
recover an amount of Rs. 22,182.01 from Iiis dues is neither 
legal nmr justified. The management is directed to make 
pa 3 niirait of Rs. 1,{X),0(X)/- (Rs. One Lakh) as compmsation 
to toe workman applicant within two months from the date 
of publication of the award. 

The refoence stands lejdied tous. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Dale: 20.I2.2(X)6. R. N. RAI, I^esiding Officer 

^ fscnl, 27 2006 

1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ siRi 17 ^ <nim^ ^ ^ 

2, ^ TfgR 

837/2005) ^ t, ^ ^ . 

27-12-2006 ^ TIRf «ITt 

T?^-42012/73/2003-3nf sm (^T^-II)] 

3lfileb|^ 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 190.—In pursuance of Section 17 of die 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 837/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Sugarcane Breeding Institute, and their 
workman received by the Central Government on 
27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/73/2003-IR (CM-H)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAI. GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAI. TRIBUN AI^ 

CUM-LABOUR COURT-U, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case No. I. D. No 837/2005. 

Registered on 8-9-2005 
Dale of Decision 5-12-2006. 

Moji Ram S/o Shri Atu Ram, Village Dabar ki Kalan, 
PO-Kunjpura, District Kamal, Kamal 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Head, Sugarcane Breeding Institute, Regional 
Centre, Agarsain Marg, Kamal 

...Respondent 

AH»EARANCT. 

For the Workman Mr. Ramesh Kumar AR 

For the Management : Mr. Amit Sharma & Others AR 

AWARD 

The workman is present. Management appears 
through Gouii.scl. Dr. B.K Sahay Head of the Management 
is also present. 

The workman has stated that since he is working 
with the management, therefore, he docs not want to 
prosecute his claim against them. His claim may be treated 
as withdrawn. Statement of the workman has been recorded 
and placed on record. He has also placed on record his 
application addressed to the Head of the Management. 

Since the workman has withdrawn from prosecuting 
his claim there remains no claim of the workman against the 
Management. Even otherwise the workman had only made 
the statement and has not produced any other evidence. 

The appropriate govt, vide their order No.L-42012/ 
73/2003-lR(CM-ll) dated 4th March, 2004 has desired to 
know whether the action of the Management of Sugarcane 
Breeding Institute in not granting temporary status and 
also non-regularization of services of Shri Moji Ram S/o 
Shri Atu Ram w.e.f. 1997, is legal and Justified and if not to 
what relief the workman is entitled to. Since the workman 


has withdrawn from prosecution and has not produced 
evidence to show that the action of the Management was 
wrong and unjustified, it cannot be said that not granting 
the ten^rary status or regularization of services of the 
workman, was an illegal and unjustified act of the 
management. The workman therefore has failed to show 
that in not granting the relief claimed the Management has 
acted illegally. In view of this the workman is not entitled 
to any relief. The award is passed against him. I^t a copy 
of this award be sent to the appropriate government for 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
Tf f^^,-27 2006 

1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ ^ ^ 

Tmn 3fl€lini«b 3rfW[TiT/?!fi7 2, ^ 

W'OMI 840/2(X)5 ) ^ ^ 

^ 27-12-2006 ^ TIFcT ^3n 8?TI 

[^. T^-42012/67/2003-3n^ 3TH(#-^-II)] 

srftl'hl'O 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 
S.O. 191.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Oovemmeiit hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 840/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Sugarcane Breeding Institute and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
27-12-2006. 

I No. L-42012/67/2003-IR (CM-II)J 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

<2ENTRAI. (X)VERNMENT INDUSTRIAI. 

TRIBUNAl.-CXIM-LABOURCOURT.il, 

CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 
Case No. I. D. No 840/2005. 

Registered on 8-9-2005 
Date of Decision 5-12-2006. 

Manoj Kumar S/o. Shri Kiran Chauhan, Village Dabar ki 
Kalan, Post Office Kunjpura, District Kamal, Kamal 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The Head, Sugarcane Breeding Institute, Regional 
Centre, Ag-irsain Marg, Kamal 

.Respondent 
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AFfBARANCE 

FortheWofkman : Mr.R«nediKi]inaE,AR 

For the Management : Mr. lU>KimiarSharBia' 

4tO<faen, AR 
AWARD 

The woricman is not presmt He was not present 
even on Oie last date. However his (x>wocker Moji Ram 
has placed on rppord an qiplicat^ clainied to be made 
by him to the Management and stated that since the 
workman is woridng for the management, therefore, he is 
not interested to prdsecute his case against the 
.management. The perusal of the file shows that the 
workman has not ^q)eared in this lYibunal in person on 
any date. He has also not produced any evidence in suppmt 
of his claim. The affidavit filed by him is not proved in 
accc»rdance with law, therefore, I do not find any evidooce 
on record to suppcot the claimof the workman. The filing 
of the application shows that the workman is notinterested 
to continue with the prosecutkm of his case. That is why 
he has chosen not to appear. 

The government of India vide their notification 
No. L-42012/67/2003-IR(CM-ID dated 4lh March, 2004has 
desired to know whether the actimi the Management of 
Sugarcane Breeding Institute, in not granting tenm^rary 
status and also non-regularizatioii of services of Shri 
Mauoj Kumar S/o Shri Kiian Chauhan w.eX 1998, is legal 
and justified, if not, to what relief the workman is entitled. 
Since the wmrkman has not produced any evidence in 
support of his claim, it cannot be said that the Management 
has acted illegally hi not graiting tenqxurary status and 
regularization in service to the wcakman w.c.f. 1998. Thus 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINCXI, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2006 

192. sWrit, 1947 (1947 

^14) «rRT 17 ^ 

< 2, ^ Tfqie 

TFsEIT 279/2005) ^ 9<=hlfV l d t, ^ 

27-12-2006 ^ TO «tTI 

[TT. T^^-23012/9/2001-3nf 31R 

New DeUii, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 192.—In pursuance of Section 17 of die 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 279/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal' 


cum-Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as 
shown in titoAmieture in the Indnstrial Di^mle between 
the management of Water Reguladon Division, BBMB, 
aixi their worianen, received by the Central Government 
oii27'12-2Q06. 

[N6.L-^12/9/2001-lR (CM'H)] 
AJAYKUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXUBE 

CENtltU. GOVERNMEPO'INDUSl^ 
TRIBmAlXlM4ABOlJR COURFdl, 
CHANDKSARH 

PresldiugOfficer :Shri Kaldip Shigta 

Case No. 1. D. No 279/2005, 

Registaedon 19-2'2002 
Dateof Decisioa 7‘-12'2(X)6. 

The Secretary Legal, Nangal Bhidrra Mazdoor Sangh 

(INTUC5 House No. 35'G, Nangal Township, Rq>ar, 

.....J’etitiotter 

Versus 

The Director, Water Regulation, BBMB, Scctor'18“B, 
Lhandigaih 

.Respondent 

AFFEARANLE 

For the Workman : Mr. R. K. Singh Pannar, AR 

For the Managemem : Mr.R.C. Attri, AR 
AWARD 

The parties are present.duou^ their repit^ntatives. 
The representative of the workman has made a statement 
that for some reasons, he is not intaested to prosecute the 
preset petition and reserves his right to raise the claim, ’ 
made through the present reference, at a lat^ stage. In 
short, he has withdrawn from the prosecution of this 
refa-ence. 

The Government of India vide their notification 
No. L-23012/9/2001'IR(C-II) dated7flii^2004rBferredflie 
fcdlowing matter for the CQDsid^aticHi of this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Chairman, BBMB, 
Chandigarh and Director Water ^egul^on BBMB, 
Sector- 19-B, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh, in doiying 
the demand of Nangal Bhakra Mazdoor Sangh 
(INTUC) to give die same benefit of regularizadcHi to 
S/Shri Romesh Chand, C^geman Special, Surinder 
Kumar, Beldar, (jopal Singh, Bddar Jagdish Singh 
Patyal, Chargemen, GR-II as has already been given 
to Sanjeev Kumar, A/PRO, is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the affected workmen are 
entided?” 
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After the reference was received, notices thereof 
were issued to the parties who appeared through their 
representatives. The workmen filed their Claim Petition and 
the Management Oieir reply. The parties also place on record 
photo copies of a number of documents. The management 
filed the affidavit of Shri Oopal Balwani, their witness. 
Whereas the workmen were given a number of opportunities 
to file the aff'idavit of their witness, hut they have not filed 
the same so as to support their statement of claim. By 
making the present statement the workmen through their 
representative have withdrawn their claim against the 
management. Even, otherwise, there is no evidence to prove 
and support their claim that the action of the Chairman, 
BBMB, Chandigarh and Director Water Regulatitw, BBMB, 
Sector* 19>B, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh in denying die 
demand of Nangal Bhakra Mazdoor Sangb (INTUC) to give 
the same benefit of regularization to S/Shri Ramesh Chand, 
Chargemen Special, Surinder Kumar, Beldar, Gopal Singjh, 
Beldar and Jagdish Singh Ratyal, Chargemen, C^ade>II as 
has already been given to Shri Sanjeev Kumar, A/PRO, 
was legal and unjustified? Since the workmen have failed 
to substantiate itheir claim, therefore, they arc not entitled 
to any relief. The reference is answered against them and 
(he award is passed. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2006 

1 93. 1947 (1947 

■5f>T 14) ^ «!Rt 17 "5^ ^ 

't>4ohKl ^ 

2 , ^ 

838/2005) ^ y4>ir!?M ^ ^ 

27-12-2006 ^ 1311 «ITI 

[U 1^-42012/71/2003-31TI 3lR(rit iq-H)] 
31^ 3tftjebi<l 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 193.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 838/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Sugarance Breeding Institute, and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
27-12-2006. 

[No. L-4201 HI 1/2003-IR (CM-H)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENnULGOVERNMBKT INDUSTRIAL llOBUNAl^ 

CUM-LABOUR COURT-n,CIUNDlGARH 

Preildlog Officer: Shri Kuldlp Singh 

Cate No. I. D. No 838/2005. 

Registered on 8*09*2005 
Date of Decision 5-12-2006. 

Sher Singh S/o Shri Nanak Chand, Village Dabar Ki 

Kalan, Post Office Kunjpura, District Kamal, Kamal 

...Petitioner 

Verms 

The Head, Sugm'cane Breeding Institute, Regional 
Centre, Agarsain Marg, Kamal 

...Respondent 

AIWARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Ramesh Kumar, AR 

For the Management : Shri Raj Kumar Sharma 
& Others, AR 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. He was not present 
even on the last date. However his co-worker Moji Ram 
has placed on record an application claimed to be made 
by him to the Management and stated that since the 
workman is working for the mana*gement, therefore, he is 
not interested to prosecute his case against the 
management. The perusal of the file shows that the 
workman has not appeared in this Tribunal in person on 
any date. He has also not produced any evidence in support 
of his claim. The affidavit filed by him is not proved in 
accordance with law, therefore, I do not find any evidence 
on record to support the claim of the worieman. The filing 
of the application shows that the workman is not interested 
to continue with the prosecution of his case. That is why, 
he has chosen not to appear. 

The Government of India vide their notification 
No. L-42012/7 l/2003-IR(CM-II) dated 4th March, 2004 has 
desired to know whether the action of the Management of 
Sugarcane Breeding Institute, in not granting temporary 
status and also non-regularization of services of Shri Sher 
Singh S/o Shri Nanak Chand w.c.f. 1997, is legal and 
justified, if not, to what relief the workman is entitled. 
Since the workman has not produced any evidence in 
support of his claim, it camiot be said that the Management 
has acted illegally in not granting temporary status and 
regularization in service to the workman w.c.f. 1997. Thus 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be i^gnt to the 
appropriate government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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27 2006 

w.wr, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ tmr 17 to5i^ ^ ^ 

^ snyi^v if w if toir 

a^h#T4r ^fVwKui % ii ^ im (^<f Ttm 

839/2005) ^ WlOlfl mK^27-12-2006 

^ TO la^T *111 

T^9T-42012/69/2003-»nf (#T^q-II)] 

TOR ^■jpR ’iNf# 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S*0. 194,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the. 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government tereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 839/ 
2005) of the Centrid Oovemmdit Indutrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigaifa as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the management of 
Sugarcane Breeding kstitute,and their workmen, recdved 
by the Central Government on 27’12-2006. 

INo.L-42012/69/2003-IR(CM-n)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CE2S11UL GOVERNMEbrr INDCSnOAL 
llOBUNAl^CUM-LABOUR COURT-lUmN^ 

FRESNT 

Shri Koldlp Singh, Presiding Officer 

Ca8eNo.U>.No.839/21c5. 

Registered on 8’09-2005 
Date of Decision 5-12-2006. 

Nar Singh S/o Shii Parvara Sin^ Village Dabar Ki Kalan, 
PO. Kunjpura, District Kama], Katnal 

Versus 

The Head, Sugarcuie Breeding Institute, Regional.Cmitre, 
Agarsain Marg, Kama! 

...Respondoit 

APPEARANCE 

For the Woricman Mr. Ramesh Kumar, 

AR 

For the Management : Mr. Amit Sharma & Others 

AR 

AWARD 

The workman is present. Management appeu’S 
through Counsel. Dr. B. K Sabay Head of the Manage¬ 
ment is also present. 

The wcnkman has stated that since he is woiidng 
with the management, therefore, he does not want to 


prosecute his claim against them. His claim may be treated 
as withdcawir. Statement of the workman ha# been recorded 
and placed on record. He has also placed on record his 
application addressed to the Head of the Management. 

Since the workman has withdrawn from prosecut¬ 
ing his claim, there remains no claim of the workman against 
the Management; Even otherwise th# workman had only 
made the statement and has not produced any other 
evidence. 

The appropriate govt, vide their order 
No.L-42012/69/2003-IR (CM-II) dated 4th March, 2004has 
desired to know whether the action of the Management of 
Sugarcane Breeding Institute in not granting temporary 
status and also non-regularization of services of Shri Nar 
Singh S/o Shri Parvara Ram w.e.f. 1997 is legal and justi- 
fled and if not to what relief the w^kman is entitled to. 
Since the woricman has withdrawn from prosecution and 
has not produced evidence to show that the action of the 
Management was wrong and unjustified, it caimot be said 
that, not granting the temporary status or regularization 
of services of the workman was an illegal and uiyustified 
act of the management The workman, therefore, has failed 
to show that in not granting the relief claimed the Man¬ 
agement has acted'illegally. In view of this the workman is 
not mititled to any relief. The awwd is passed against him. 
Let a copy of this award be sent to the afi^opriate govt, 
for necessary action and the file be consigned to records 
after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH,PresidingOfricer 
R<f^,27f^TOR,2006 

195.— 

4»? 14) 4ft tilRT 17 fmm ^^H^R 

^ ^ ^ ' »4»kT 

ii sftqr, 313^ if ftro ^ tor 

atfiWROT R II, ^ (q?^ TO 438/2k5 ) 

RRlft ^ qi^tR 27”12“2006 
TO \m RT l 

[qt RRr-4201 l/26/1980/^-II (it) ] 
TOR ^gRR SrfTOlft 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 195.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govonment hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.^43^ 
2k5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribuhal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as riiown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute betweoi the en^loyer in relation 
tothemanagemratof FCl and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L4201 l/26/198(VD. H (B)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, DeskOffiew 


..JPedtioan 





348 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 20, 2007/PAUSA 30, 1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3{ii)] 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT 

Shii Kuklip Singh, Presding Officer 

Case No. IJ). No. 438/2005. 

Registered on 19-8-2005 
DateofDecision21-l 1-2006. 

The General Secretary, FCI Workers’ Union, 58 Diamond 
Harbour Road, Calcutta 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Senior Regional Manager, FCI Jammu and Kashmir, 
Jammu 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. B. R. Vohra, 

AR 

For the Management : Shri H. P. Venna, 

AR 

AWARD 

The following reference was received by this Tribu¬ 
nal from the Govt, of India vide their order No. L-42011(26)/ 
80-D.II(B)/IR(C-II) dated 21st June, 1989 :~ 

“Whether the action of the Management of FCI in 
lenninating the services of 350 food handling workers w.e.f. 
10th June, 1978 is justified? If not, to what relief the work¬ 
men concerned are entitledT’ 

The notice of the reference was given to the 
parlies who appeared through their representative. The 
workmen filed their statement of claim. The management 
filed the written statement.' They also placed on record 
photo copies of number of documents including that of 
agreements. The workmen filed the replication. 
Workmen filed the affidavit of ShriH.P. Singh, their Gen¬ 
eral Secretary dated 18lh Nov., 1993 and additional affidavit 
dated 4th Jan., 1996. They also placed on record the list 
showing the name of the labourers attached with different 
UnicMis. The workmen also placed on record the affidavit of 
Shri H.K Sharma, their General Secretary. Management filed 
the affidavit of Shri. F. A Khan, their Regional Manager and 
that of Rajinder Gupta their Assistant Manager. The work¬ 
men produced Shri H.K Sharma as their witness who was 
cross examined by the management. The management pro¬ 
duced Shri F. A Khan and Shri Rajinder Gupta as witnesses 
in support of their claim. 

Stated in brief the claim of the workmen is that the 
management is a body corporate which had engaged the 


workmen numbering 350 for handling the foodgrains in its 
four depots at Nagrota, Chatha, New Stores and Railway 
siding, in Jammu Region: that the workmen served the 
management from the year 1973 and performed the job of 
loading, unloading and storing the food grains under the 
direct control of the Management and its officers. They 
were getting their wages directly from the corporation and 
thus for all intents and purposes they remained the 
enq)loyees of the corporation; that from 30th Nov., 1976 the 
corporation introduced the contractor system in their food 
storage depots, at which time the emergency was 
prevailing in the company. Thus the service conditioas of 
the said workmen were changed in violation of provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act and made them to work 
under the contractors. The workmen opposed the change 
in system seriously. The corporation assured that the 
contactor system was only for a year and they will be 
brought back under the direct control of the Corporation. 
Otherwise also the contractor system was just a 
camouflage to deprive the workmen of their legal dues 
besides other benefits. The workmen continued serving 
the Management under the direct control of the 
Management even after the expiry of period of so called 
contractor system. On 29th Nov., 1977, the workmen 
reminded the corporation to fulfil their assurance, by 
eliminating the contractor system, but instead of doing that 
the services of the employees were tenninated with effect 
from 10th June, 1978 without affording them the 
opportunity of hearing. Thus the act of the Management 
was illegal, unjust and bad in law. The workmen were also 
not paid their dues for the period 30th Nov., 1977 to 9th 
June, 1978. When all efforts of the workmen failed to gel 
justice from the management they raised the dispute against 
the corporation for their reinstatement w.e.f 10th June, 1978 
with full back wages and continuity in service since the 
year 1973. The workers also filed a civil writ petition in the 
High Court of Delhi which was accepted and the order of. 
the Central Govt, declining the referring of the dispute for 
adjudication was set aside. Thereupon the Central Govt, 
reconsidered the matter and referred the same for 
adjudication of this Tribunal; that in terms of Section 9 of 
the Industrial Dispute Act, the service conditions of the 
workmen could not be changed; that the order of the 
termination of the workmen is bad in law and not binding on 
them. Therefore, they arc entitled to reinstatement in 
service with full back wages, continuity in service. The 
workmen have attached the list of the workmen along with 
their claim petition. 

The Management liled the Written Statement and 
raised a number of preliminary objections to the maintain¬ 
ability of the claim petition. It is stated by them that the 
work of the Management was seasonal and not regular, 
therefore, all the workmen could not be engaged continu¬ 
ously during whole of the year. The workmen have been 
failed to specify the days on which all or any of them was 
engaged by the Management. That having not been done 



the leference is bad; chat the workmen have xmC given dieir 
latest addresses nor shown whether they are alive or not. 
Moreover they have raised the dispute after a period of 18 
years that too filing the writ petition, therefore, the refer¬ 
ence is bad for laches. It is also their case that as per the 
rword of the payments, made to the contractors, it shows 
that the work executed by the Contractors was not of that 
ajnount as to^ done by 350 workmen. For that reason also 
the reference is bad. Lastly tl»y have claimed that the Man¬ 
agement is a corporation highly subsidized by the Central 
Govt and if the claim of the workmen is accepted it will 
iiKrease the burden Govt on the State and for that reason 
also the reference should not be accepted. 

On merit it is their submission that the work of stor¬ 
age, transportation and protection of food g rains in 
stores of Managemenf at Nj^rota, Chatiia, New Stores and 
railway siding in Jammu Region was being done by 
Contract Labour system and the workmen were never 
engaged by the Managen^t; that the workmen might have 
been engaged by the Contractors. They have, however 
not produced any proof to show that they were ever cn- 

pged by the Management They were not paid any wages 

by (he Management which fact gets certified from the state¬ 
ment of accounts dated 8th Dec., 1976, placed on record, 
^esc statements show the payments having been to 
Prabu Dayal, Baldcv Raj and Fateh Din Contractors. Ac¬ 
cording to them the Management is engaged in the distri¬ 
bution of foodgrains. They procure the food grains from 
surplus States and supply to the deficient states under the 
directions of Govt, of India. Since the Foodgrains were gen- 
erally received and dispatched through Railways, 
therefore, for handling the foodgrains, the labour was re¬ 
quired. However, the work was of seasonal and intermittent 
nature. For that, different amount of labour was engaged 
from time to time through the contractors. Generally one 
contractor to be engaged at one store after inviting 
the lenders. The payment of charges to the contractora 
were made on the basis of the work done, on the rates 
settled with him. The Management therefore, had nothing 
to do with the labourer «igaged in the work and it was the 
^utractors, to whom the Management paid the charges. 
Denying that the contract system was introduced on 30tfa 
ov„ 1976, it is stated by them that right fiom the day of 
cstablishmoit of the four stores, mentioned above in Nfarch, 
1973 and the work of loading and unloading was got done 
through contractors from March, 1973 and that was the 
practice prevalent when the Management took over the 
operaUon of food grains from the Food and Gvil supplies 
of Jammu and Kashmir Govt. 

It is further the claim of the Management that on 24th 
Sep., 1976 firesh tenders were called in which the lowest was 
that of one Mohd. Sultan, who was awarded the contract. 

No doubt the contractors changed, but the 
process remained the same. There was no occasion for the 
Management to change the service conditions of the 
workmen or they were given any assurance for the 


abolishing the contractor system. The Labour engaged by 
Ac contractor never worked under Ac supervision, 
direction or control of Ae Management and Ae workmen 
have admitted Aat Acy were the employees of the 
contractor and were^ woiking under his supervision and 
COT^I. Denying Aat Ae contractor system has ended on 
29A Nov., 1977 it is stated by Ae Managemrat Aat Mohd. 
Sultan continued working as a Contractor for Ac 
^gcmcnltiI130AMay, 1978 buthiswodc was not found 
sinsfactory, Acrefore, ad hoc contractor Rach Paul Singh 
and Ajaib Singh worked. Thereafter Ac woric was given to 
cooperative society which WtW as contractors. All 
payments for Ac period 30A Nov; 1977 to 9A June, 1978 
were n^e to Mohd. Sultan. The said contractor abandoned 
ms assignment whereupon the workmen were approached 
^ Labour Commissioner, J&K Govt. wiA a complaint. 
Thereupon Ae Labour Commissioner directed the 
pay ment of wages to Ac workers by Ae Management vide 
his Ictterno. 671-75 dated2I st March, 1978, It was in Aat 
situation Aat Ae Management paid wages to the woikmen 
f^^p<mod 1st Dec., 1977 to 13thiV^y, 1978 inpresence 
of Ae Labour Officer and Ac amount so paid was deducted 
fern Ac bills of Mohd. Sultan. The payments for Ae period 
from May 14 to June 9,1978 were made to Rach Paul Sineh 
and Ajaib Singh. ^ ^ 

Denying the contents of para 8,11,12 it is stated by 
the management Aat Ae workmen were never Ac employ¬ 
ees of Ac Management, Acrefore, Ac question of Acir 
termination by Ae management did not arise. There was 
alro no Asputc between Ae Management and Ac workers 
and Ae reference is without any justification. There was 
also no question of changing Acir service conditions of 
the workmen by the Management. The reference made, 
t^refore IS wi Aout jurisdiction and Ae same may be re¬ 
jected. " 

T^woikntenproduccdShriHariKantSharmaasAeir 

witness, who prqved his affidavit Wl and 
apeement exhibit W2. In cross examination he admitted 
Aat Ae workmen had worked till 1973 under a contract 
system, by which Ae tenders were called and the con¬ 
tract was allotted to Ae lowest bidder. The contractor 
used to make payment to the workmen. He, however 
claimed that after, 1973 the workmen became the 
employees of Ae FCI. He denied Aat Ac contract was 
Plotted to one Mohd. Sultan or to Rach Paul Singh, when 
ohd. SuUan abandoned the contract or that Ae 
contract was allotted to corporative societies. He claimed 
Aat Ac Management had made Ac payment to the 
workmen from 29A Nov., 1976 to October, 1977 and Aat 
Ae payment for Ae period from Nov., 1977 to June, 1978 
IS yet to be made. He admitted Aat he has not produced 
an3r document to show Aat the payment of wages was 
made to Ae workmen Arough FCI. 

The management produced F. A Khan, Regional 
Manager as Acir witaess, who prov^ his affidavit Exhibit 
M-1 as correct. He also proved Ae documents Exhibits M-2 


83GI/07—13 






350 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 20, 2007/PAUSA 30,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


lo M-13 and stated that he cannot state whether the Man¬ 
agement had obtained license \mdcx Section 12 of the Con- 
Iract Labour Act nor he could say whether the 
contractor had obtained the licence under the said Act He 
also could not say whether the contractors had submitted 
the list of labourers engaged and the rates mentioned in 
Exhibit M-3. According to him the Co-operative Society 
had started working from Dec., 1978. He denied that the 
workmen were the employees of the Management. 
Another witness of the Management Rajinder Gupta by his 
statement proved his affidavit MW-2 and stated that he 
has brought the originals of the documents placed on record 
and the copies placed on record were correct as per origi¬ 
nal. The documents are mariced as MW-2/1 to MW-2/15. He 
could not, however, produced the record to show that the 
Management had obtained registration 
certificate under Contract Labour Act nor could say whether 
Fatehdin and other contractors have obtained the licence 
under the said Act. He said that the rates of the labourers 
were fixed by the Management as shown in MW 2/14. He 
further stated that the Management has not dismissed any 
of the workmen nor they had sought the dismissal of any of 
the workmen. He also denied that the Management was in 
actual control of the workmen and the contractors were 
only smoke screen. 

I have gone through the file carefully and have also 
considered the written arguments submitted by the parties. 

On record 1 do not find any evidence to show that the 
workmen were engaged by the FCl directly and on such 
tenns and conditions. The workmen admitted through their 
witness, H. K. Sharma, that till 1973 they had worked un¬ 
der contract system which was introduced, by inviting 
bidder and the contract used to be allotted to the lowest 
tenderer whereas the contractor used to make the pay¬ 
ments to the workmen. He, however, denied that the con¬ 
tract was allotted to one Mohd. Sultan on 24th Sep., 1976 
or it. was allotted to one Rach Paul Singh after Mohd. 
Sultan had left the assignment in the way. But in their 
Statement of Claim they admitted that taking the advan¬ 
tage of emergency imposed in the country the Manage¬ 
ment had introduced so called contractor system in their 
four storage. Depots and thereby they changed the ser¬ 
vice condition of the workmen in violation of the provi¬ 
sions of the Industrial Dispute Act. The workers made 
contradictory claim in para 6 and 7 of their Claim State¬ 
ment. On the one hand they admitted that the under the 
shadow of emergency imposed the Management had 
shifted to contract systems under which they worked. On 
the other hand they claimed that when the workmen raised 
the banner against the Management and claimed to fulfill 
their assurance of taking back the workmen in their em¬ 
ployment, the Management terminated their services. How 
that could be possible? By their own admission the work¬ 
men staled that they were made to work under a contractor 
after the introduction of contractor system during the emer¬ 
gency and if that was so then they were no more working 


under the management during 1976 and 1977 and if it was 
so, then where was the occasion for the Management to 
t CTTTiitiatft their services. It seems that the workmen served 
undior the contractor during 1976-77 and th^c claim is that 
the Management had terminated there services when they 
raised the claim of taking them back in the services of the 
Management. This plea of the woiicmcn cannot be accepted 
for the reasons that the workmen were not working directly 
under the Management on 10th June, 1978, when there ser¬ 
vices arc claimed to be terminated by them. From the plead¬ 
ings and statements of witnesses of the workmen it is clear 
that the workmen had worked for the management through 
contractor till 1973 and from 1976 onward. There is nothing 
on record to show that in between this period the workmen 
had worked for the Management directly, under there su¬ 
pervision and control. There is absolutely no evidence to 
show that they were in the employment of the Management 
on 10th June, 1978, the day the workmen alleged that the 
Management had terminated their services. 

On record I find Exhibit W-2 proved by 
H. K. Sharma, the witness of the workmen. According to 
this document, the contract for supply of labour to the 
Management was allotted to one Fatehdin and the said 
contract remained in force from 24th March, 1973 for one 
year. There arc also on recOTd photocopies of agreements 
Exhibit M-2 to M-13. According to M-13 the Management 
had paid wages to the workmen on the directions of Labour 
Commissioner, Jammu. As per the rates admissible to the 
contractor. This belies the claim of the workmen that the 
Mana gement had made the payment of wages to them as 
their employees. How the workmen can overcome the offi¬ 
cial proceedings undergone by the Laboiur Commissioner 
and the directions issued by him to the Management to 
make the payment. There is, thercfco'e, no truth in the claim 
of the Management that the Management had paid the wages 
to them as since they had directly worked under them rather 
the fact is the Management has made the payment since the 
employer of the workmen who was a contractor for the 
Management had not made the payment and therefore, the 
Management, as a principle employer was made to make the 
payment to the workmen with a conditiems that the same 
shall be deducted from the bill of the contractor, Mohd. 
Sultan. Exhibit M-12 gives the details of payments made by 
the Management to the contractors Fatehdin, Dev Raj, 
Prabhu Dayal and Jagir Singh, during the years 1972-73 to 
1976 to 1977 upto the end of November, 1976. M-4 to M-10 
are the orders passed by the Regional Manager, from time 
to time, by which the contract handling the foodgrains was 
allotted to Mohd. Sultan and was extended from time to 
time in his favour. M 2 to M-4 are the agreements by which 
the contract of handling the foodgrains was allotted to Dev 
Raj, Fatehdin and Jagir Singh. All these documents read 
together go to show that right from 1973 till 1978 the 
Management had engaged the contractors for handling the 
foodgrains in their depots at Jammu. 
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The workmen have claimed that it was the 
management which had directly handled the loading, 
unloading, transportation and storage of foodgrains in 
their four stores at Jammu and the engagement of the 
contractor is a smoke screen created by them. However, 
they have failed to produce any evidence to support this 
claim, what to talk of proving the same. I do not agree 
with the workmen that the agreements would show that 
the .control of the workmen was with the Management. 
The terms included in the agreemoits found the contrac¬ 
tor to do cm: not to do what. It was a pre-rogative of the 
Management since it was they who had to see the proper 
handling of the food grains and its protection. The con¬ 
ditions imposed do not suggest that it was the Manage¬ 
ment which was kept in control and supervision of the 
workers of the contractor, rather these show that the 
Management wanted their food stuffs properly handled 
without compromising on any. account, 

The workmen have tried to make capital out of their 
claim that since neither the Management nor the so called 
ccMitractcMT claimed to be engaged by the Management had 
obtained licence under Contract Labour Act, 
therefore, the workmen who if found tobe the en^oyees of 
the contractor became the employees of the Management 
automatically being the Principal Employer. There is no 
weight in thisclaimof the woricm^ Ithas be^ held by the 
Hon’blc Supreme Court in the case of Dinanath and others 
V/s. National Fertilizer Ltd. andothersre^rtedas AIR 1992 
SC 457(1) that if the {Mincipal employer of the contractor 
did not comply with tte provisions erf the said Act, the only 
consequences is their exposure to prosecutiem. By their 
lapse in not having the licence will not give the employees 
the right to become the direct en^loyees of the principle 
employer. For this reasmi I do not find any weight in the 
submission of the woikmen and it is rejected. 

After going through all the evidence available on 
record and the discussiem made above I am of the opinion 
that the woikmen have failed to show that they were the 
employees of the Management cm 10th June, 1978 and the 
management violated the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act by disengaging them without following the 
provisions of the said Act or by c hang in g their service 
conditions, ^ince the workmen have failed to show that 
they were the employees of the Management; and that 
their services were terminated by the Management, 
therefore, they are not entitled to any relief. The ref^mce is 
answered against them. Let a copy of this award be sent to 
the aRiropriate (jovt. for necessary action and ihc file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 


^ 4 mm 

^ 2^ 62/2006 ^ 
#, # mm ^ 27-12-2006 ^ m 

l^Pr- 42012 / 133 / 2005 - 3 nf m (id t?R-II )] 

New Delhi, die 27th DeeendWr, 2006 

S.O. 196^1n pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 <14 of 1947), the Ceatral 
Government haeby puWsbes the Award (Ref. No. 62/2006) 
of theCcatral Government Industrial Tribunal-cian-LabcHg 
Court, No. 2, New Delhi as shown in ^ Annextuc in the 
industrial dispute between the management of CPWDand 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2(X)6. 

INo.L-42012/133/2005-IR(CM-n)) 


AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


AN^9EXURE 

BEFORE THE niESIDlNG(HiFICER: CENTIIAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUmUAL TRIBUNAL^UM- 
LABOUR GOURT-n^NEWDELHI 


Preskluigofflcer:RJ<l.RAI IJ>.No^62/2066 
b the Matter trf: 


Shri Ghai^yam Singh, Beldar and 11 Ors., 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
(Rcgd.), 4823, Balbh Nagar Extension, 

Gall No.l3, Shahdra, Delhi. 

Verms 

The Executive j^gineer, K. Mandal, 

CPWD, IP. Bhawan, New Delhi. 

AWARD 


The Ministry of Labour by its lctt» No. L-42012/133/ 
2005-IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 25-07-2006 has 
referred the folkwjng point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 


KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officar 
^ 27 2006 

196.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «1RI 17 ^ 


“ Whether the demand of All India CPWD (MRM) 
Karamchari Sangathan in respect of Shri 
Ghanshyam Singh and 11 ors. (as per annexure) 
for regularization in the pay scale <rfLab Assistant 
with effect from the date of employment and 
payment of difference of arrears is legal and 
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justified? If yes, to what relief the workmen are 
entitled to and from which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
notice was sent on 21.08.2006 by registered post but the 
workmen did not turn up on the fixed date 11-10-2006. The 
management was present on 11-10-2006. On 
11 -10-2006 last opportimity for filing claim was given and 
the ca.se was fixed for hearing on 07-12-2006. The manage¬ 
ment was present. The workmen did not turn up. The case 
was reserved for award. 

Registered notice has been sent even by the Desk 
Officer for filing claim within 15 days. Claim statement has 
not been filed till today. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 19-12-2006. R.N. RAI, Presiding Offiew 

^ 27 2006 

197.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «fRI 17 ^ Wm 

^ ^4=hi<T ^ 

■=!. 2, ^ ^ 29/2006) ^ 

y^blPvid ^ ^ 27-12-2006 ^ UTTT 

^311 m 

[^. Ti:?l-42012/99/2005 -m (^^-II)] 
ojjHK "nte, 3rf^«r>i0 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S,0. 197.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 29/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribimal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of CPWDand 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 27- 
12-2006. 

[No. L-42012y99/2005-IR (CM-H)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFTTCER CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT-n, NEWDELHI 

Presiding officer: R.N. RAI LD. No. 29/2006 

In the Matter of: 

Shri Shambhu Kumar, Khalasi, 

C/o. AH India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
(Regd.), 4823, BalbirNagar Extension, 


Gali No. 13, Shahdara, 

Delhi-7/0032. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, Electric 
Division- II, 

CPWD,IARI,Pusa, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No, L-42012/99/ 
2005IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 12.6.2006 has re¬ 
ferred the following point for adjudication: 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of CPWD 
in not regularizing the workman Shri Shambhu 
Kumar is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to and from which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that no¬ 
tice was sent through registered post to both the parties on 
21-06-2006 fixing 22-08-2006. None appeared on 22.08.2006. 
Notice was sent by registered post. It has not been re¬ 
ceived back. Ministry has also sent notice to the workman 
by registered post. The workman did not turn up despite 
service of notice. He has not filed claim statement. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 18.12.2006. R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 2006 

198.—afhitfiicb 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ «rRT 17 ^ 

PlRv. "4 3tl€ilhlcb 

^ (-^4 wn 941/2k5) ^ 

y'hlfs^ld t, ^ ^ 27-12-2006 ^ 

fan «1TI 

[7T. Ti^-22012/320/1998-am (^-11)] 

"nte, 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 198.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 941/ 
2K5) of the Central Govenimcnt Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Aiuiexure 
in the industrial dispute between the management of FCI 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/32(y1998-IR (C-H)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENIKAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTTRIAL IRffiU- 
NAlXTJMiJiBOURCOURT-n CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: ShriKnldip Singh 

Casenal.aNo941/2K5. 

Registered on 14-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Badan Singh S/o Shri Jagdish Singh,- 
Village Damada, P/0 Kalram, 

District Kaidial 

Petitioner 

Versus 

District Manager, PCI, 

Sandeep Chadha Ccm^lex Pipli Road, 

Kurulcshetra 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. Sudarshan Goel & Others 

Advocate 

For the Management : Sandeep Singh 

AWARD 

The workman is not present As per record he was 
appearing through Counsel but on the last date Shri A.K 
Batra, Advocate who was spearing as counsel f(x the work¬ 
man stated that he has ho instructimis to appear in this 
case. It was then directed that a notice shall go to the work¬ 
man under R/C. The notice to the workman was issued un¬ 
der R/C, Postal Receipt No.3396 dated 20th October, 
2006. More than a month has passed but neither the work¬ 
man is presoit today nor th^ R/C carrying the notice has 
been received back unserved. This jdiows that the wcark- 
man has received the notice of the Tribunal, but he is not 
present, therefore, the case is being decided in his ^n'es- 
encc. 

The Government of India vide their order 
No. 1^22012/320/98-IR(C-ID datcd 4lh June, 2003 desired to 
know whether the action of the Management of FCI. 
Kurulcshetra in teminating the services of Shri Krishan 
Chand, Badan Singh and others was legal and justified and 
if not, to what relief the w^kmen are entitled to. The work¬ 
man filed his claim petition, to which the Maoagemoit filed 
the reply duly supported by documents. The workman filed 
the lejoind^ and an ^)plication fex* a direction to the Man¬ 
agement to produce reccud of the Management. He filed 
his affidavit and the Management filed the affidavit of Shri 


C.P. Sharan as their witness. The workman filed an applica¬ 
tion for placing on record the copy of the Log Book to 
which the Management filed the reply. The case was to 
come \q) for the evidence of the workman but he has stopped 
^)pearing in the case. On record I do not find any evidence 
to show that the workman was engaged by the Manage¬ 
ment alongwith other workers and it was the Management 
which terminated his services illegally. Thus there is no 
evidmee to support the claim of the workman. Therefore, 
the award is passed against him holding diat he is not en¬ 
titled to any relief. Let a copy of diis award be sent to the 
appn^riate Govt, for necessary action and the file be con¬ 
signed to records after due completion. 

KU1J3IP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 27 2006 

W,aiT. 199 .— alisiinw 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

^ ^ aUtiin icH 

arfwtor \ 2, ^ 946/2k5) ^ 

^ ^ 27-12-2006 ^ 3in<t 

«iii 

[U T?^-22012/320/l 998-3inf SIR (-Rt-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 199 .—‘In pursumce of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govonm^t hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 946/ 
2K5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
LabourCouEt,No.2,Chaixlig^ asshownindie Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute bet ween the employm in relation 
to the management of FCI and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/320/1998-IR (C-D)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, DeskOffi^ 

ANNEXURE 

CENIKAL GOVERNMENT I^aKjSlKlAL 
TRlBUNALCUM-LABOURCOURT-n, 
CHANE8GARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri KuMip Singh 

Case No. I. D. No 946i/2K5. 

Registered on 14-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2{X)6. 
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Raj Kumar S/o Shri Deva Ram, 

Vallage Patti Afgan, 

Gall No. 3, Aijuii Nagar, 

District Kaithal ...Petitioner 

Versus 

District Manager, FCI, 

Saiidccp Chadha 
Complex Pipli Road, 

Kuruk.shetra ...Respondent 

APPEARANCT-: 

For the Workman : Mr. Sudarshan GocI & Others 
Advocate 

For the Management : Sandeep Singh 
AWARD 

The workman is not present. As per record he was 
appearing through Counsel but on the last date Shri A.k. 
Batra, Advocate who was appearing as counsel for the 
workman stated that he has no instruction to appear in this 
case. It was then directed that a notice shall go to the work¬ 
man under R/C. The notice to the workman was issued un¬ 
der R/C Postal Receipt No.3398 dated 20th October, 2006. 
More than a month has passed, but neither the workman is 
present today nor the R/C carrying the notice has been 
received back unserved. This shows that the workmiui has 
rcceivctl the notice ol the Tribunal, but is not present, Iherc- 
lorc, the case is being decided in his presence. 

The Govt, of India vide their order No.L-22012/ 
->20/98-IR(C-11) dated 4th June 2003 desired to kiK>w whether 
the action of the Management of FCI, Kurukshetra, in 12 
terminating the services of Shri Krishan Chiuid, Raj Kumar 
and others was legal and justified and if not. to what 
relief the workmen are entitled to. The workman filed his 
claim petition, to which the Management filed the reply 
duly supported by documents. The workman filed the 
rejoinder and an application for a direction to the Man¬ 
agement to produce the record of the Management. He 
filed his affidavit and the Management filed the affida¬ 
vit of Shri C.P. Sharaii as their witness. The workman 
I iled an application for placing on record the copy of the 
Log Book to which the Management filed the reply. The 
e ase was to come up for the evidence of the workman but 
he has stopped appearing in the case. On record I do not 
lind any evidence to show that the workman was en¬ 
gaged by the Management alongwith other workers and 
it was the Management which terminated his services 
illegally. Thus there is no evidence to support the claim 
of the workman. Therefore, the award is passed against 


him holding that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy 
of this award be sent to the appropriate Government for 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27 2006 

W.3JT. 200.—1947 ( 1947 
■4^1 14) ^ NTTT 17 ^ 

^ ^ 71^ MvtjcbT aflT ^ 

H 2, TfW "HTsiIT 1273/2k6) ^ 

^ ^ 27-12-2006 "arTT 

137T «7TI 

[77. TTvI- 42012/131/2005-37Tf 3TR (#^-11)] 
'-iLsPI 

New Delhi, 1 he 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 200. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1273/ 
2K6)ol the Central (jox cnnncut Iiulustrial Tribunal-euni- 
Labour Court, No, 2. Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
ill the industrial dispute between the management of 
C.P.W.D. and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2(X)6. 

j No. L-42012/131/2(X)5-IR (CM-II)J 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 

ANNF:XURIy 

CFJM'lRAi. (X)VF1WM12>1T INDlJS’IltlAl. 
1RIBUNAI.-CIIM-1. ABOUR COURT-II, 
C*HANI)I(iARH 

Presiding Officer: SHRI KUl .DIP SINfiH 

Case No. I. D. No 1273/2K6. 

Regi.stcred on 9-08-2 (X )6 
Dale of Decision 8-12-2(X)6. 

The Zonal President All India CPWD (MRM) 

Karamchari Sangaihiui. Scctor-7-B. 

Chandigarh. Petitioner 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, Chandigarh 
Central Elect. Divn. Kendriya, Sadim 
Sector-9-A, Chiuidigarh 


Respondent 
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APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Raj Kumar 

Zoanl President 

For the Management : NEMO 
AWARD 

The parties are not present. In response to the notice 
issued to the Zonal President. All India CPWD(MRM) 
Karamchari Sangthan, Sector 17-B. CPWD Stores Building 
Chandigaih, ShriRajKumar, who claimed himself to be Zonal 
President, appearei^ and stated on oadi that die workman is 
not interested to prosecute his case. He 
provided the address of the wcaieman on which the notice 
under R/C was issued. The R/C carrying the notice has 
been received back with the report “Unclaimed”. From this 
the court is satisfied that the statement made by Shri Raj 
Kumar, the Jonal President is correct the court is fijrther 
satisfied that the wmkman is not intnested to prosecute 
his case. There is neither statemoit of c laim nor any docu¬ 
ment or evidence produced to show that the Management 
had engaged Shri Anil Kumar Khalasi w.e.f. 31st August, 
2004 and that their action in teminating the services of said 
workman was illegal and unjustified. Fm: want of evidence 
the reference made by the Govt, of India vide their order 
No. L42012/131/2005 IR(CM-II) dated 31st July, 2006, is 
answered against the workman and the award is passed. 
Let a copy of this award be sent to the ^ipropriate Govt. {6t 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 


KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Offices 
^f^,27f^^?«R,2006 
201,—1947 (1947 

2, M ^ 60/2k6) ^ 

t, ^ ^ 27-12-2006 ^ Tir<r 


[^. T^?T-42012/132/2005-3??f SIR (#3?T-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 201.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 60/ 
2006 of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the management of 


CPWD and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government cm 27-12-2006. 

[No. L42012/132/2005-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR G AUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORElHEFRESlt»NGOFFICER:CE^^R^ 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-n,NEWDELHI 


PreskiingofBcer:RJ^.RAI IJ>. No. 60/2006 

In the Matter of: 

Shri Dharambir Singh & 7 Ors., 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
(Regd.), 4823, Balbtr Nagar Extension, 

Gall No. 13, Shahdra, 

Delhi. 


Versus 

The Executive Engined, R - Divisimi, 
CPWD, 

Curzon Road Barracks, 

New Delhi. 


AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/132/ 
2005-lR (CM-U) Central Govenunent dt. 27-07-2006 has re¬ 
ferred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder. 

“Whether the demand of the All India CPWD 
(MRM) Karamchari Sangathan in respect of 
Shri Dharambir Singh and 7 others (as per list 
enclosed) for regularization in CPWD after 
completion of their respective 240 days of 
ccxitinuou service is legal an justified? If yes, to 
what relief these workmen are entitled to and from 
which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that the 
workmen were present on 11-10-2006. They, sought 
adjournment. 20-11-2006 was given for filing claim 
statement. Claim was not filed. Again 07-1 2-2006 was given 
for filing claim statement but the claim was not filed even on 
07-12-2006. The case was reserved for award. Claim has not 
been filed till date. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 19-12-2006 


R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
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^ 27 2006 

■^.311. 202.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «IRT 17 ^ 3T3^FrOT 

^ ^’<S«,S Pinl'^lehT «h4chr<f ^ 3?^^ 

■4* 4iftfMch 1^' a^g}p | ch 

2, "=1^ ^ 82/2003 ) ^ 

'^<a1 t, m<^K ^ 27-12-2006 ^ W<I 

131T ant 

[H n:^-42012/268/2002-3TFf 3?n(‘?ftT3Fr-II)] 
3r5PT 3TteRt 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 202.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 82/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Coxut No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, 
ill the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Delhi Development authority, and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L42012/268/2002-IR(CM-n)] 

AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Otiicer 

ANNEXURE 

BFi* ORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CFJVTRAL 
GOVERNMFJMT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAl^ 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-D, 

NEW DELHI 

lYesiding Officer: R N. RAL 

I.D. No. 82/2003 

In the Matter of; 

Shri Shiv Raj Singh, 

S/o. Shri Kali Ram, 

Khalasi at Eastern Division -II, 

Sub-Division -III, Dilshad Garden, 

Delhi-110095. 

Versus 

The Secretary, 

Delhi Development Authority, 

Vikas Sadan, l.N.A. Market, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/268/2002- 
IR(CM-II) Central Government dt. 12-5-2003 has referred 
the following point for adjudication. 


The point runs as hereunder :— 

‘ ‘Whether the demand of the union that the workman 
Shri Shiv Raj Singh is entitled to equal pay for equal 
work for period from 15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989 is 
justified? If yes, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

The workman applicant has filed Statement of Claim. 
In the Statement of Claim it has been stated that the 
workman Shri Shiv Raj Singh joined into the employment 
of the Delhi Development Authority w.e.f. 15-1-1983 as a 
Khalasi. Initially he was posted in Development Division 
No.VIII, Sub-division No. Ill, Mandawali site, Fazalpur, 
Delhi where he worked upto 15-5-1984. From 16-5-1984 to 
31-8-1989 he worked in the Eastern Division No.VIII of 
Sub-division V. On 1-9-1989 he was made Work Charge 
Khalasi in the regular pay scale and was subsequently 
posted in Eastern division No. II, Sub-division No. II, 
Dilshad Garden, Delhi where he is continuously working. 

That the workman aforesaid was kept on muster roll 
during the period from 15-1-1983 to 31 -8-1989 and he was 
paid wages as fixed and revised trom time to lime under the 
Minimum Wages Act while his counterparts doing the 
identical work and the work of the same value but being 
treated as regular employees, were being paid their salaries 
in proper pay scale and allowances. The said regular 
employees were also enjoying other benefits like uniforms, 
washing allowance, E.L., C.L., Gazetted, Festival and 
Restricted Holidays, L.T.C. and Medical Leave etc. which 
were completely denied to the workman aforesaid during 
the muster roll employment from 15-1 -1983 to 31 -8-1989. 

That the action of the management in denying the 
workman wagcs/salary during the muster roll period from 
15-1-1983 to 31 -8-1989 at par with his regular counterparts 
on the principles of “Equal Pay for Equal Work” is wholly 
illegal, bad, unjust and malafide for the following amongst 
other reasons: — 

(i) That the job gainst which the workman aforesaid is 
working from the initial date of his joining into the 
employment is of regular and permanent nature of 
job. 

(ii) That the management of the Delhi Development 
Authority is guilty of unfair labour practice as 
provided in Section 2 (ra) read with Item No. 10 of 
the Vth Schedule of the 10 Act, 1947 as they kept 
the workman aforesaid as muster roll employee for 
years on end, depriving him of sahu-y, privileges 
and status ol regular employees during the said 
period. 

(iii) That it is violative of Article 14,16,21 and39(d)of 
the Constitution ot India. The w'orkman aforesaid 
was throughout denied salary at par with his regular 
counterparts despite performing same ajid similar 
nature of duties. 
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(iv) That the action of the management in denying 
salary/wages to the woricman aforesaid at par with 
their regular counterparts is contrary to the 
judgmrat of the Hon’ble Spireme Court in various 
cases. 

(v) That the action of the managemrat in employing 
the aforesaid workman as casual or temporary and 
to continue him as such for years with the object of 
depriving him of the status and privileges of 
permanent workman amount to unfair labour 
practice as provided in Section 2 (ra) read with Item 
No.lO of the Vth Schedule of the ID Act, 1947. 

(vi) That it is against the intention of the legislation as 
contained in Section 4 of the Equal Remuneration 
Act, 1976. 

(vii) That it is also against the spirit wd intention of 
legislation as containd in Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) (Central) Rules, 1971. 

(viii) That as provided in Article 39(d) read widi Article 
14 of the Constitution of hidia, the principle of equal 
pay for equal work applies to men and women and 
is concerned with pay, benefits and holidays etc. 
If, for example, a workman is employed at an 
establishment in the U.K., the team of her contract 
of employment will be deemed to include and 
‘ ‘Equality Oause” if not already included. This wUl 
aj^ly where the workman is engaged on like work 
with man or on work rated as equivalent to that of a 
man in the same en^loymmt. 

The management has filed Written Stotement. In the 
Written Statement it has been stated that there is no 
industrial dispute between the parties which can be 
adjudicated upon by the Hon’ble Tribunal 

That the Statement of Claim is vague, frivolous and 
malafidc and there is no material on the basis of which the 
matter can be adjudicated upon. 

That the Statement of Claim is bad in law and the 
Statement of Claim is not maintainable as the claim is 
without any cause of action and is liable to be distnissed 
on this ground only. 

That the Statement of Claim has not been signed by 
(he workman himself. That there is no espousal of the 
woricman. 

That the services of the workman has not been 
regularized and there is no question of regularization of the 
services of the woricman from the initiai date of enqiloyment 
of the workman with the mi^cmcnt. There is no question 
of equal pay for equal work. The workman is not entitled to 
any relief and the referrace is bad in law and hence not 
maintainable. 

That the workm^ hjas already been paid the wages 
for the period op ntiister toll as pCT the minimum wages 


fixed by die Delhi Administration from time to time for the 
daily wag<ers on muster roll as sub-station attendant which 
is purely n temporary post. The workman has already been 
paid wage;s for the period w.e.f. 16-5-1984 to 18-9-1989. 

That the claim of the workman is highly belated and 
is nothing but an abuse of process of law and is not 
maintainable and is liable to outright rojectiem. 

That the Statemenrof Gaim filed by the workman is 
devoid of cause of action and is beyond the period of 
limitation. 

The workman applicant has filed rejojndcr. In his 
rejoindei* he has reiterated the averments of his Claim 
Statemen t and has denied most of the paras of the Written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the Qaim Statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman 
applicant that he joined into the employment of DDA 
w.e.f. 15-1-1983 as Khalasi and initially he was posted in 
development division No.-VIII, sub-division No.-III, 
Mandawali Site, Fazalpur, Delhi. He worked here 
till 15-5-1984. From 16-5-1984 to 31-8-1989 he worked 
in Eastern Division No.-VIII of sub-division No.V. On 
01-9-1989 he Was made Work Charge Khalasi in the 
regular pay scale and was subsequently posted in Eastern 
Division No. -H, Sub-divi siem No - ID, Dilshad Garden, Delhi 
where he is working at ipresent. 

He was kept on muster roll from 15-1-1983 to 
31-8-1989 and he was paid wages as fixed and revised 
from time to time under the Minimum Wages Act) The 
management should l^ve treated him equally at par with 
. his regular counterpa^s on the principle of equal pay for 
equal work. He has not been paid salary equal to his regular 
counterparts during his muster roll period. Froita 
15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989 he was working against regular and* 
permanent post. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the Workman Shri Shiv Raj Singh joined the 
employment of DDA w.e.L 15-1-1983. It is an admitted 
fact that the workman was on muster roll of the 
management with effect from 16-5^1984 to 18-9-1989 and 
the woricman.had worked with DDIX/ED-8 asper the period 
of the management. It is also an admitted fact that the 
workman was employed as casual labour and he was paid 
wages as fixed by Delhi Administration from time to time 
and no wages of the workman were retained by-the 
managemoit. S . 

It is further submitted from the side of the 
management that the principles of equal pay for equal work 
is not applicable to the workman as the daily wagers cannot 
be equated with the regular employees in the context that 
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Ihe Hon’ble Supreme Court has held in the matter of 
Ghaziabad Development Authority and Others Vs. Shri 
Vikram Choudhary and Ors, JT 1995 (5) SC 636 and is 
reproduced as it is: 

“Since they (respondents) are temporary daily wages 
employee so long as there is no regular post available for 
appointment, the question of making pay on par with the 
regular employee does not arise birt the appellant should 
necessarily and by implication pay the minimum wages 
prescribed under the statute if any or the prevailing wages 
as available in the locality. Hence no unfair trade practice 
has been followed. The workman was engaged as a daily 
wages temporary Khalasi and was paid .wages of daily 
khalasi during that period.” 

It is further submitted from the side of the 
management that the job, the workman was doing was not 
of regular and permanent nature. This fact has been admitted 
by the wesrkman during his cross examination as he was 
kq>t on shifting the kind of job and working places which 
clearly establishes that the claim of the workman is based 
on the false allegations against the management. The 
requiremoit of workman was purely casual and temporary 
on the running project/work as per t^ requirement on daily 
wages basis which clearly established that there is no 
industrial dispute between the parties which can be 
adjudicated upon by this Honble Tribunal. 

That there is no espousal of the workman. The 
services of the workman have not been regularized and 
there is no question of regularization of the services of the 
wm'kman the initial date of employment of the worionan 

with the management. There is no question of equal pay 
for equal work. 

It becomes quite obvious from perusal of Para • 1 of 
the claim statement that the workman worked in different 
sub-divisions as muster roll worker from 
15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989. He was engaged as muster roll 
casual labour. Had he been taken against a permanent post 
he would not have been sent to different divisions in the 
exigencies of work. The workman was a muster roll casual 
employee and he was sent to different divisions as per 
availability of the work. It is also quite clear that the post 
was created in 1989 and he was given regular status from 
01-9-1989 onward. 

It was further submitted that the workman has 
admitted in his cross examination that the management 
kept on changing the nature of job like helping to Pump 
Operator, helping band to Junior Engineer in the work of 
measurement He has further admitted that the nature of 
his job was changed as per the directions of the 
management. He has also admitted that the same salary 
has been paid to other additional Khalasis. The other casual 
Khalasis have not been paid equal to their regular 
counterpaits. 


The workman joined as casual labour and he was 
sent from one division to the other on the availability of 
work. No post was created by the management and the 
workman was not engaged against a permanent post. Since 
there was no engagement against a permanent post hence, 
no question of equal pay for equal work arises. 

It has been held in (2003) 6 SCC 123 that all the daily 
wagers are not entitled to ‘ ‘equal pay for equal work”. It is 
not easy to apply this principle invariably in every case. It 
has been held in this case as under: — 

‘The principle of ‘ ‘equal pay fw equal work” is not 
always easy to apply. There are inherent difficulties in 
comparing and evaluating the work done by different 
persons in different organizations, or even in the same 
organization. It is a concept which requires for its 
applicability complete and wholesale identity between a 
group of employees claiming identical pay scales and the 
other group of employees who have already earned such 
pay scales. The problem about equal pay cannot always be 
translated into a mathematical formula”. 

It has been further held in (2003) 1 SCC 250 that— 

“Equal pay for equal work—Applic^lity of the 
principle of, held, depends not only on the nature or 
volume of work but also on the qualitative difference in 
reliability and responsibilities as well—Even in case of same 
functions, responsibilities do make a real and substantial 
difference— It is for the claimant of parity to substantiate 
a clear-cut basis of equivalence and a resultant hostile 
discrimination—In absence of requisite substantiating 
material, High Court erred in granting the NMR worker^ 
daily-wagers/casual workers parity in pay with the regularly 
employed staff merely on presumption of equality of the 
nature of work—^However, such workers, held, entitled to 
payment of {^'escribed minimum wages” . 

In view of the laweited above the workman does not 
deserve equal pay of his counterparts during the period 
of his casual employment from 15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989. 

The reference is replied thus: — 

The demand of the union that the workman 
Shri Shiv Raj Singh is entitled to equal pay for equal work 
for period from 15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989 is not justified. 
The workman applicant is not entitled to get any relief as 
prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date : 20-12-2006. 

R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2006 

203.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «nTr 17 ^ 

*4eb'KT ^ 3 ?^ 4 4 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O, 203.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 725/ 
2005) of the (]!entral Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cimi-Lal)our Court, No. II, Cliandigarh as shown in the 
Annexurc, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employer in relation to the management of FCI and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
01127-12-2006. 

[No. L-42011/46/1987-D.II (B)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, DeskOfBco' 
ANVEXURR 

CKNTRAl. GOVT. TIUBUN^ 

LABOUR CbuilT.n 

CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case No. LD. No 725/2005. 

Registered on 1-09-2005 
Date of Decision 27-11-2006. 

The General Secretary, All India Trade Uniem Congress 
(Regd.) Chow Dholewal Ludhiana (Punjab) 

—Pettioner 

Versus 

The District Manager, Food CorporatiMi of India, 
Ludhiana 

—Respondent 

. APPEARANCES 

For the Workman: ShriSarabjitKhaira 

Advocate. 

For the Management Mr. Ravi Kant Sharma 
Advocate. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their order No.L-42011/ 
46/87-D.II.B/D. IV. B/IR (C-II) dated 10th may, 1990 
refcrretl the following matter for the consideration of this 
Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Management of FCI 
represented through the District Manager, FCI Of India, 
Ludhiana, Sr. Regional Manager (Pb. Region) FCI. 
Chandigarh and the Manager, FCI Jagraon in terminating 
(he services of 51 workmen (List is attached) w.e.f 17th' 
Sep., 1985 is justified? If not, to what relief the workmen j 
concerned are entitled and from what date?” 


The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their representatives and later on 
' tfarou^ their Counsel. The w«kmen filed die Claim Petition 
which was later on amended by them. The Management 
filed their Written Statement. The workmen also filed the 
replic_ation and affidavits of some of them, but similar in 
contents except the dates of their engagement by the 
Management. They also placed on record the photo copies 
of documents which were exhibited during the course of 
their statements. The Management filed the affidjavit of 
Shn R;K fain, their Branch Manager and also pl^ed on 
record the documents Exhibited as M-2 to M-5. They also 
placed on record the affidavit of their District N^ager 
Lakhi Ram. The parties also placed on record the photo 
copy of writ petition No.4695 of 1999, filed before the 
Hoiihle High Court of Punjab and Haryana and the copy 
of judgement of the said Court dated 22iKi August! 2^02, 
passed in the said writ petition and other documents. 

The claim of the workmen is that Uicy were wording 
as Casual watchmen for the watch and ward of property of 
the Management, directly as well as through an agent i.e 
S.D.S private company but their services werc terminated 
on 17th Sep., 1985, in violation of provisions of Seetkm 25- 
F, G, H and N of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947, hereinafter 
to be referred as “Act”. The Managcmcn| retained the 
juniors but terminated the services of the seniors and also 
employed fresh workmen withouf providing opportunity 
to the petitioners; that the workmen werc getting wages on 
the rates fixed by the concerned Deputy Commissioner; 
that the workmen, before their tennination, were neither 
charge sheeted nor any notice of termination was served 
upon them. Even no inquiry was held against them. That 
the workmen had been performing satisfactory duly, 
without having any adverse remark; that the engagement 
of the workmen was against regular posts in the grade oi' 

2 10-290; that the workmen had perfeumed ccxitinuous duty 
for the Management for more than 240 days; that the 
workmen had performed the duties as were performed by 
regular employees of the Management, therefore, the 

workmen were entitled for regular scaleof210-290abngwith 

ber»fits of Provident Fund, National and gazetted holidays, 
the Management, however, designated them as Casual 
Watchmen and paid the wages as were fixed by the Deputy 
Commissioner, in violation of the law, laid down by the 
Hon ’ble Supreme Court of India in the case of LU/l 982( 1) 
344; that since the job of protecting the stores of the 
Management was of regular nature, the Management could 
not post Casual Watchmen on that duty and by not doing 
so, the Managem^t practiced unfair Labour practice: that 
the SDS agency was the agent of the Management and not 
a private company; that the Management was not 
registered under the Contract Labour (Regulation and 
'Abolition) Act, 197061117th Sep., 1985 nor the SDS was so 
registered. Thus the workmen werc hired through a 
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contractor having no valid license. They were also paid 
wages through the contractor. That since the workmen 
were engaged through the unlicensed contractor, therefore, 
the workmen became the employees of the Management 
directly, in terms of the judgements of Madras High Court. 
In the end the workmen have prayed for declaring their 
termination by the Management as bad in law in violation 
of provisions of the Act and the same be set aside. The 
workmen be also declared and entitled to the back wages. 

The Management filed the Written Statement, by 
which they claimed that the woriemen were never employed 
by the Management nor there was any question to terminate 
their services; that the workmen were infact the employees 
of SDS, Jalandhar. According to them the Management 
was engaged in the procurement of food grains storing 
them and then dispatching the same to the deficit state 
under the directions of Govt, of India. In order to save the 
food grains, lying in different depots, the Management 
was engaging Guards to protect the same. The work was 
seasonal and intermittent in nature, therefore, they used to 
get the work done through the contractors, popularly 
known as Security Contractors. It was the contractor who 
used to engage the Labour for providing security to the 
food grains. The Management would only notify the 
requirement of particular number of Security Guards at a 
particular time which varied from day to day and made the 
payments to the contractors, who on their part paid the 
wages to workers. 

Denying the claim of the workmen that the 
Management had retained juniors but terminated the 
services of the seniors, it is stated by them that since the 
workmen engaged were the employees of the contractor, 
therefore, there was no question of the Management to 
terminate their services. They further denied that the 
Management had ever paid the wages to the workmen. 
According to them since the workmen were the employees 
of the contractor, therefore, neither there was any occasion 
nor reason for the Management to charge sheet the 
workmen who in fact were the employees of the coiitractOT. 
For that reason also the management was answerable to 
the workmen. 

The Management has denied the contents of all other 
paras of the Claim Petition stating that the workmen had 
not put in 240 days of service for the Management nor 
they were entitled to the grades and other benefits claimed 
to them. The Management was entitled to engage the 
contractors for the watch and ward of the stocks and in 
engaging the contractors, the Management did not practice 
unfair Labour practice nor the SDS, Jalandhar was their 
agent; that the Management had followed the provisions 
of Contract (Regulation and Abolition Act); that since some 
of the workmen were engaged elsewhere, therefore, the 
reference has become had and should fail on this base. 


The workmen filed the replication and reiterated the 
facts stated in the Claim Petition. They did not state 
anything new. However, they have admitted that some of 
the workmen have been employed somewhere, it is only 
they who have withdrawn their claim. 

It has been noted above that 28 workmen filed the 
affidavit but when it came to making the statements on 
oath only Malkiat Singh, Pritam Singh, Visakha Singh, 
Gurdas Singh came in the witness box. Both the parties, 
by their statements dated 28th Feb., 1996, stated that the 
affidavits of other workmen be accepted as their true 
statements. In a way the management surrendered their 
right to cross-examine the witnesses of the workmen, who 
did not come in the witness box whereas the workmen 
cross examined Shri R.K Jain, the only witness of the 
Management examined. The four workmen, who appeared 
as witnesses proved the affidavits filed by them. They also 
claimed that they had put in 240 days service with the 
Management which was all along continuous. Visakha 
Singh denied that he was engaged through a contractor. 
Gurdas Singh, another workmen admitted that he was not 
given any appointment letter, but he denied that he was 
engaged through SDS. He further claimed that he was 
directly engaged by the Matiagement and was paid by them. 
He denied that the SDS has deployed him somewhere else 
after his withdrawal from FCI. 

It has already been stated that the affidavits filed by 
all the workmen are similar except the dates of their 
beginning the service. The rest of the contents are similar. 
In their affidavits the workmen have claimed the facts 
stated in their Claim Petition as true though they admitted 
to have deleted some facts. In the Claim Petition they 
admitted in para no. 1 that the workmen ( list attachedV were 
working as Casual watchmen for, watch and ward duties 
directly and through Agent i.e. SD S Private Company at 
Food Storage Depots Jayaraon. Haryana) This fact they 
hayc deleted from their affidavits without explaining the 
reasons for such withdrawal of the facts. The workmen 
cannot be allowed to withdraw what they have stated in 
their Claim Petition without pennission or explanation 
for his withdrawal. By filing statement of claim, the 
workmen bound themselves of the facts that they were 
also engaged through SDS Jalandhar, a firm which 
according to the management is a Security Agency, which 
engaged the workmen for the watch and ward of FCI stores 
but workmen have claimed that the said firm was an agent 
of the FCI. 

It is well settled that who so ever makes the claim, 
can get the relief only when he proves the fact. In this 
case it is the workmen who have claimed that they were 
appointed directly by the FCI and not through an agent, 
known as SDS Jalandhar. They have, however, failed to 
produce any evidence to show that there was contractual 
relationship between the management and SDS Jalandhar 
and what were the terms and conditions of that agreement. 
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It is they, who were rp^piiied topiDve that they were diiectly 
engaged by the man^emeot. However they have not placed 
on record any evidence, like the £q)poimtment lettos, to 
show the maimer in which the oigagement was made, whb 
were the officers who did it, what wqe the qualifications 
required for engagement and whether the wotkmai hilfiUed 
that or not. It is they who had also to prove that there was 
a public notice, advertisement in the newspaper or 
aimouncement by mouth calling the candidates by die FCI 
or what was the mode, the manner, in which they were 
engaged by the management. They have utterly failed to 
prove that. 

The woriemen have {iaecdon record a fdioto copy of 
a letter dated 17th Sep., 1985, widen by AM(D) ARDC, 
Jagaraoii addressed to District Manager, FCI Ludhiana. 
By this letter a request for the services of 30 SDS Security. 
Guards, for the watch and ward of the godowns of the 
Management at Jagaraon was made since die management 
at Jagracm had terminated the services of SDS Security 
Guards, who were deployed there. This letter in its plain 
language shows, that it was the SDS Security Agency which 
was protecting the godowns of FCI Jagaraon and for any 
reason the Management thoe disengaged the services of 
Security Guards, provided in the godowns at Jagaraon, by 
the SDS Secimty Agency and, dierefore, the^ requested 
the District Manager, FCI, Lu<fiiiana to xHxwide 30 SDS 
Security Guards. This letter further shows that the 
Management, at Jagaraon, was not satisfied with the SDS 
Security Guards at Jagaraon, diemfote, they disengaged 
them. Mere using the wcffd t«lninadon in the lett^ docs 
not shows that tl» engagem^t of the Security Guard was 
made by the management and it was they who terminated 
their services. The Word termination used has to be read 
as disengagement and not dismissal sinde the workmen 
have failed to show that the Security Guard were appointed 
by (he management and it was they who had terminated 
there services. From this letter it docs not come out that 
(he workmen were the Guards at Jagaraon, whose services 
got disengaged, therefore this letter instead of helping 
the workmen suppeats the claim of the Management. The 
next letter dated 2nd Jan., 1988, placed on record, as 
Exhibit W~3, supports the conclusion about the letter 
referred to earlier as the Assistant Manager, FCI, 
Ludhiana, explained that it was on the direction of the 
authorities that the workers of Security Developments 
Jalandhar were relieved by the Assistant Manager, 
Ludhiana for further deployment Thus it shows that the 
Management did not terminate the services of the 
workmen rather they had relieved them to report back to 
(heir agency and had requested for replacement of those 
Guards. This letter further shows that the salary of 
Security Guards were paid through theif Branch Manager 
and there was no relationship fcff employee and employer 
between the parties as the worianai themselves have given 
in writing that there exists no such relationship. The 


wozkmcu have also placed on recoi^yh^ phptp c^ie^ of 
statements showing the attendance maiked for some people, 
without showing that those persons were none otherThan 
thewmkmra. 

There are numbo^ of letters placed on record taken 
by the SNVS to die FCI Manager, Ludhiana showing that 
there was contractor relationship between tlie $p:urity 
agencies, by which the Security Guards were bei^ 
provided to the Management for deployment ip their 
godowns. From ^ the evidence available on rejpord it 
comes out that the workmen were not the epiployees of 
the management, but were provided to the Mahaj^emeni 
fcH* prol^ting the godowns of the man^ement, in Jajgaraoh 
by a contract between the SDS Jalandhar apd the 
management. The claim of the workmen that they were 
dirbctly employed by the M^agement thus fails. 

The next plea of the workmen is that since the 
Management nor the s6 called agencies had attained 
licen^^s under the ConUnPt Labow (RtQgul^l^u 
Abolition) Act theri^ 9 i‘e« the; WQrknmui£beQ»ft^t|^ 
employees. Jq ray^ opinioB' th^; elaiiUoOf tfe® tjvorkmen 
cannot be accepted. The Hon’ble Supreme t^ourt pi the . 
case of Deena Jfath V/s. NatfOiial Ffe'rtilttef,’‘i^p^^^'^a^ ’ 
AIR 1992 Supreme Court 457(1) have held that tfa^tesuit 
of non-registration of the Management, a.s pp^,aqtpr , 
which under the Contract Labour Act .(Regulatipni,and . 
AboUtipn Act) will not give the employees the tP 
become the direct cmplpyces of the poncaple employer. 
The lapse in obtaining the license can ^ (he beat expose, 
the defaulter to prosecution under law. In view of the law 
so laid by the Apex Court, the claim of the workmen docs 
not hold good. There is not other ground taken iiby-The i 
workmen to claim the relief. v - ) / , 

After due consideration of the evidence available 
on record I am of the opiirHtni tfiat the workmen have 
failed to show tfa;at (he Management o|; FGk thetpugh 
District Manager^egiooal Maatager and^the Mlinagpr^ 
Jagaraon had ternrinatod the !serv>tces>Qf .the workmen 
on 17tb Sep., 1985; and that their action was ille^ and 
unjustified, therefore, the workmen ^e not ^titled to 
aiiy relief: The bcf6rtenfee answered’in tlie^^terms. 
Let a c(^y of this award be ^nt to the approptihtfe^Govt. 
for necessary acribh and the file’'be^ohl^igri<jd to iecords 
after due coitqderiolt. ’ r s ; m : ^ ■ 

KULDIP SINGH.> Pfesidmgi ©fficer 

iQ4.—J^41 (.1,^7 

14) ^ ^T7 ^ 

< 2 ^ (TM tfelT 6l/2(Ki6) ^ 
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m 

■^:^42012/134/2005-3n^^(^etTni-II)] 
4s, 3TteRt 

New Delhi, the 27th I>ecember, 2006 

S.O. 204,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispdles Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 61/ 
2006) of the Ontral Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No. II, New Delhi as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of CPWD, and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L42012/134/2005-IR(CM-n)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOURCOURT-E, NEWDELHI 

I^*esidlng Officer: R. N. Rai IJ). No. 61/2006 

In the Matter of: 

Shri Pritam Singh, 

S/o. Shri Jaswant Singh, 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
Regd.), 4823, Balbir Nagar Extension, 

• vjali No. 13, Shahdra, Delhi. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, 

EX-IX; CPWIX East Block, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/134/ 
2005- IR (CM-II) Central Government Dt. 31-7-2006 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

^‘Whether the contract awarded by the management 
of CPWD is sham contract and whether the demand 
of the union for regularization of Shri Pritam Singh, 

. Lift Operator in CPWD is legal and justified? If 
yes, to what relief the workman is entitled to and 
from which date?*’ 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
notice was sent on 21-8-2006 by registered post but the 
workmen did not turn up on the fixed date 11 -10-2006. 
The management was present on 11-10-2006. On 
11-10-2006 last opportunity for filing claim was given and 
(he ca.se was fixed for hearing on 7-12-2006. The 
management v/as present. The workmen did not turn up. 
The case was reserved for award. 


Registered notice has been sent even by the Desk 
Officer for filing claim within 15 days. Claim statement has 
not been filed till today. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 19-12-2006. 

R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
9^R^, 2007 
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(5) Any inspector appointed by the Co^r^^ion 
under Sub-Section (1) of SecUon 45 of the Said 
ESI Act or other official of the Corporation 


31. 4 =hWn 

33 . 4 1^. 

34. 

35. 4 

36. 4 TT^ > ^5^ 

37. 4 3tT^ CRl^ 

[-^. -0^-38014/46/20()6-'Q^'^'"l] 
TT?1. vjirci^C, 31^ 

■g-qra^ ^Hl^’ m ^i4ctl^ 

gni^^t ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ fel ^ 


of: 

(i) Verifying the particulars contained in 
any returned .submitted under sub¬ 
section (1) of section 44 for the said 
period; or 

(ii) Ascertaining whether registers and 
records were maintained as required by 
the Employees’ State Insurance 
(General) Regulations, 1950 for the 
said period; or 

(iii) Ascertaining whether the employees 
continue to be entitled to benefits 
provided by the eiiqiloyer in cash and 
kind being benefits in consideration ot 
which exemption is being granted under 
this notification; or 


■gvtr^ "q^nTi 

New Delhi, the 9th January, 2007 

S.O. 205._In exercise of the power conferred 

by section 88 read with section 91-A of the Employees 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Centra 
Govcrnmenl hereby exempts the regular employees of 

‘ ^actories/establishments specified in the schedule from the 

,deration of the said Act for a period up to and inclusive 
,;ol' the 30th Scplcmbcr, 2008. 

2. The above exemption is subject to the following 


conditions namely : 

(1) The aforesaid establishment wherein the 
employers arc employed shall maintain a 
register showing the name and designations 
of the exempted employees . 

(2) Not withstanding this exemption, the 
employees shall continue to reeeive such 
benefits under the said Act to which they might 
have become entitled to on the basis of the 
contributions paid prior to the date from 
which exemption granted by this notification 


operates; 

(3) The contributions for the exempted period, 
if already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) The employer of the said factory/ 
establishment shall submit in respect of the 
period during which that factory was subject 
to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter 
referred as the said period), such returns in 
such forms and containing such particulars as 
were due from it in respect of the said period 
under the Employees’ State Insurance 
(General) Regulations, 1950; 


(iv) Ascertaining whether any of the 
provisions of the Act had been complied 
with during the period when such 
provisions were in force in relation to 
the said factory to empowered to: 

(a) require the principal or 
immediate employer to furnish to 
him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 

(b) enter any factory, establishment, 
office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or 
immediate employer at any 
reasonable time and require any 
person found in charge thereof to 
produce to such inspector or 
other official and allow him to 
examine accounts, books and 
other documents relating to the 
employment of personal and 
payment of wages or to funrish 
to him such information as he 
may consider necessary; or 

(c) examine the principal or 
immediate employer, his agent or 
servant, or any person found in 
such factory, establishment, 
office or other premises or any 
person whom the said inspector 
or other official has reasonable 
cause to believe to have been an 
employee; or 
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(d) make copies ofcM: take extracts fiom 
any register, account book or 
other document maintained in 
such factory, establishment, 
office or other premises, 

S1 .No. Name of the Establishmcnts/Factory 

1. M/s. Hindustan Antibiotics Ltd., Pune. 

2. M/s. Hindustan Zinc Ltd., Visakhapatnam, 
Udaipur, Chittorgarh, (Rajasdian). 

3. M/s.Geodetic & Research Branch, Workshop 
(Mech. Div. of CSMW), Survey of India, 
Dehradun. 

4. M/s. Central Electronics Ltd., Sahibabad (UP). 

5. M/s, Process-cum-Product Development 
Centre, Meerut, UP. 

6. All Units of Central Silk Board, Bangalore. 

7. All units of M/s. Bharat Heavy Electricals Ltd. 

8. M/s. Mangalore Refinery & Petro-Chemicals 
Ltd., Mangalore. 

9. M/s. Central Cbttage Industries Corporation of 
India Ltd., Delhi. 

10. M/s. Maruti Udyog Ltd., Gurgaon. 

11. M/s. Tyre Corporation of India Ltd., Kankinara, 
West Bengal. 

12. M/s. Bharat Heavy Plate and Vessels Ltd., 
Visakhiq^atnam. 

13. M/s. Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., 
Udyogmandal, Emakulam, Kerala and Delhi. 

14. M/s. I.T.I. Ltd., Bangalore & I.T.I. Ltd., Palakkad 
Plant, Kerala. 

15. All Units of M/s. Bharat Petrolelum Corporation 
Ltd., Mumbai (including Kochi Refinery, 
Ambalamugal, Kerala merged with Bharat 
Petroleum Corporation Ltd.). 

16. M/s. Bharat Earth Movers Ltd., (KGF, Bangalore 
aiKl Mysore). 

17. M/s. Instrumentation Ltd., Kota. 

18. M/s. British India Corporation Ltd., Cawnpore 
Woollen Mills Branch, Kanpur. 

19. M/s. Pawan Hans Helicopters Ltd., New Delhi. 

20. M/s. Hindsustan Aeronautics Ltd., Lucknow & 
Bangalore. 

21. M/s. Chennai Petroleum Corporation Ltd., 
Chennai. 

22. Central StcM'e & Supply Division of M/s. National 
Seeds Corporation Ltd., New Delhi and its units 
at Bhatinda, Jallandhar, Secunderabad, Kumool, 
Gmitur, Nandyal and Bangalmo. 


23. M/s. N^onal Fertilizers Ltd., Bhatinda Unit.. 

2A* Field Workshop and Marine Workshop of M/s. 
Tuticorin Port Trust, Tuticorin. 

2 5. M/s. Hindustan Newsprint Ltd., Kotty am, Kerala. 

26. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd., Panchkula 
(Haryana), Bangalore, Ghaziabad (TJP), Pune, 
Chennai, Hyderabad and Machuillipatnam, (AP). 

27. Rcgd./Corporatc Office, M/s. Hindustan Latex 
Ltd., Poojappura, Trivandrum, Peroorkada 
Factory, Peroorkada, Trivandrum, Akkulam 
Factory, Akkulam, Trivandrum and Kanagala 
Factory, Belgaum (including contract emplovees 
of Kanagala Unit). 

28. M/s. Marine Wca^ksht^ of Central Inland Water 
Transport Corporation Ltd., Kolkata ((Marine 
Workshop & Rajabagan Dockyard). 

29. M/s. Hindustan Organic Chemicals Ltd., 
Ambalamugal, Kerala. 

30. M/s. National Textile Corporation (UP) Ltd., 

' .Kaiqnir & National Textile Corporation, (Tamil 

Nadu & Ptmdicherry), Coimbatore. 

31. M/s. Cochin Shipyard Ltd., Cochin 

32. M/s. Hindustan Shipyard Ltd^, Gandhigram, 
Visakhapatnam. 

33. M/s. Indian Farmers Fertilizer Cooperative Ltd 
(All Units). 

34. M/s. Fertilizers & Chemicals Travancorc 
(FACT), Udyogmandal, Kerala. 

35. M/s. NALCO, Visakhapatnam. 

36. M/s. Rashtriya Chemicals and Fertilizers Ltd., 
Mumbai. 

37. All Units of M/s, Indian Oil Corporation, 
(Marketing Division), Mumbai. 

[F. No. S-38014/46/2006-SS-I] 
S, D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM It has 
become necessary to give retrospective effect to the 
exemption in his case as processing of the applications 
for exemption took time. However, it is certified that the 
grant of exemptitm with retrospective effect will not affect 
the interest of any body adversely, 

ViOfiMit 

9 2007 

w. 3n. 206.-w ^ m air. ii90 (ar) 
27/2/06 ^ ^ 

T??T-35012/3/06 

er»4'o(l'0 ^ 

15091^^ 2 1952 ^ y'blP^ld 
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fi. u 658 (31) lo 2005 
■gRi 3i[^ ^ *iTi 

[U -0^-35012/3/2006-T3:?TT7^-Il] 

CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 9lh January, 2(K)7 

S.O 206.—In Ihe notification of this Ministry 
No. S-35012/3/06-SS-II published in the Gazette of India 
having S.O. No. 1190 (E) dated 27th July, 2006, at the end of 
the notification the following shall be inserted : 

Foot Note: The Employees’ Provident Funds scheme 
was published in the Gazette of India vide number S.R.O 
1509, dated the 2nd September 1952 and lastly amended 
v/c/c number G S.R 658(E) dated the 10th November 2005. 

[No. S-35012/3/2006-SS-III 

S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 

^ 10 2007 

207.-^51^ 
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^ y^TelH 01 -08-1988 ^ ^ ^ 

Wq ^6T<Tt tl 

T5R-35015/09/2006-'W?fl-n] 
■q;^. ■^. 33^ «P:iq 

New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 

S.O. 207,—Whereas M/s Spices Trading 
Corporation Ltd. (hereinafter referred to as the 
establishment) has applied for exemption under Clause (a) 
of Sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the Employees’ Provident 
Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act). 


2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fimd of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution 
are not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to 
as the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (a) of Sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions specified in this regard 
from time to time, the Central Government, hereby, exempts 
the said establishment from the operation of all the 
provisions of the said Scheme with effect from 01-08-1988, 
until further notification. 

[No. S-35015/09/2006-SS-II] 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 

^ 11 2007 

3IT. 208.-^^ ^ ^ 
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871; 

3^7 TTTSFF ^ 7R 4 f4r 4 ^ cbMIdPl 

cRI "S; "piITI "44 37 k «t5icrli«fft7 ^ tmi^ q®iqi 3 i^Rrt 4; 

3771: 3R, 37f«lfW7. 1947 (1947 ^ 

14) ^ «n7T 2 ^ 7^ (^) ^ ( vi) ^ "97^ ?J7r 

IRTTf ViPRiql TF4fT ^ ^ 7(7^ ■34^1 ^ 

3^ 37M4qq ^ TPTMf ^ 16-1-2007 4 

77177 qji<riiqf4 feiq, qi) 4> 4qi WlPto =h7u1 4l 

[4. 1777-11017/6/97-3111 37R (41^)] 
■ 37 %! 77^ 77fm^ 

New Delhi, the 11th January, 2007 

S .O. 208.—Whereas the Central Goveniment 
having been satisfied that the public interest so requires 
that in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (ii) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
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1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the 
Goveniment of India in the Ministry of Labour No. 
S.0.2548 dated 22-06-2()06 the services in Industay engaged 
in manufacture or production of mineral oil (crude oil) motor 
and aviation s^jiiit, diesel oil, kerosene oil, fuel oil, diverse 
hydrwarbc»i oils and their blends including synthetic fuels. 
Lubricating oils and the like which is covered by item 26 
the First Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947) to be a public utility service for the purpose of the 
said Act, for a period of six months from the 16!h July 2(X)6. 

^^d whereas, the Central (jrovemment is of opinion 
that imblic interest requires the extension of the said 
period by a furtiier period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in excacise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of 
section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central 
Government hereby declares the said industry to be apublic 
utility service for the purposes of the said Act, for a period 

of six months from the 16lh January 2(X)7. 

[No.S-11017/6/97-Ik(PL)] 

GURJOT KAUR, Jt Secy. 

11 2<X)7 

W, 209.-^54^ ^ ^ 1948 

(1 948 ^ 34) 1 ^3^ IlKF (3) gTO "TO 

^ -mm 1 2007 

3T«zim-4 (441? 45 

3T®TFT-5 6 [ tlKr-76 ^ tlKT (1) *IRt-77, 78, 

79 3^k 81 ^ ^ ^ 4 


37. 

U'Htq UP? 

'H'WT 



1. 


33 

7h5337 



[■^i T?:?l-38013/01/2007-T^ ] 


New Delhi, the 11th January, 2007 

S.O. 209.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st February, 2007 as the date chi which 
the provisions of Ch^ter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except Sub-section (1) of Sectiem 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Haryana namely : 


S.No. 

Revenue Village 

Had Bast No. 

District 

1 

Naya Bans 

33 

Rohtak 


[No. S-38013/01/2007-SS^I] 
S. p. XAVIER, Under Secy. 


fs<rc^, 22 2006 

W.3ir. 210.*!—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «|RI 17 ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ friTMf 3fk 33^ ^ch|<T 

89/2006 (37I^^U 21/2001)] ^93^ 
33# ^ ^R35R 3^ 22-12-2006 3^ ‘SFcT ^aTT 871 I 

[U T^^-29011/72/2001 -ailf 37R (t^) ] 
^ 37f«I37Rt 

New Delhi, the 22nd DecembCT, 2006 

S.O. 210.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [ Ref. No. ID No. 
89/2006 (I J3. No. 21/2001)] of the Central Government 
IndusttiidTiibunal/LabourCcHirt, Emakulam now as shown 
in the Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Indian Rare 
Earth Ltd, and their workmen, which was received by the 
Ontihl Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-2901 l/72/2001-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE central government INDUSIRIA/ 
raiBUNAL-CUM-LABOllR COURT, ERNAKULAi 

PRESENT 

Shri PX. Norbeit, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer . 

(Wednesday the 13th day of December, 2006 /22iid 
Agrahayana, 1928) 

I.D, 89/2006 

(U3.21/2001 ofLabour Court, Emakulam) 


Workman/Union: 

The General Secretary 

IRE Employees Sangh 
Udyogamandal 

Kerala-683 501. 

Management: 

Adv. Shri Madhusoodan 

The Chief 

RE Division 

Indian Rare Earth Ltd. 

Udyogamandal 

KCTaIa-683501. 


Adv. M/s Menon & Pai. 


AWARD 


This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to this 
court for adjudication. The reference is * 
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“Whether the action of the management of IRE Ltd. 
in imposing the punishment of stoppage of two 
increments on Shri M.J. Mathai justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. When the matter came up for consideration the 
learned counsel for the union reported that he had no 
instructions from the union. A letter sent by the union 
was also shown. The letter reveals that the aggrieved 
worker, Shri M. J. Mathai does not want to proceed with 
the case as he is not interested in pursuing the dispute 
further. In view of this submission it has to be presumed 
that there is no existing dispute. 

3 , In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in imposing punishment of 
stoppage of two increments on Shri M.J. Mathai is legal 
and justified. The worker is not entitled to any relief. No 
cost. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 13th 
day of December, 2006. 


1952 ■qrsfPf ^ <5re^rQd) 

f I 

3. 3m:; ^ ^ ^ 17 

^ (1 ^ ^ ^ ^ 
^ ^ PqPife 71^ 

^ ^ 2-2-1976 ^ 

\ 

[■?!. Ti;?T-35015/13/2006-l??n3?l"Ul 

New Delhi, the 12th January, 2007 

S.0.211._^Whereas M/s. Bongaigaon Refinery & 

Petrochemicals Limited, Bongaigaon, Distt, Chirang, Assam 
(hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has applied 

for exemption under Clause(a)ofSub-section(l)of Section 

17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as 
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2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or midcr the Employees 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter refened to as 
the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (a) of Sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions specified in this regard 
from time to time, the Central Government, hereby, exempts 
the said establishment from the operation of all the 
provisions of the said Scheme with effect from 2-2-1976, 
until further notification. 
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